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THE following Sheets, written by a 
Gentleman whofe Modefly would not 
-fuflfer him to put his Name to them^ 
were conimunicatcd to me as they came from 
the Prels. As I have bidden adieu to Contro- 
verfy, I was not. difplcafed to find an impor- 
tant Truth fa well- defended. ; In endeavour- 
irig as I did, in the Divine Legation^ to ekpofe 
^ the vain Babblings of the Greek Phibfbphy, I 

"H" imagined I had effe6tiially:ferviBd the Intercfts 
ft of Revelation, and vindicated theCenfures o£ 
the Propagators of it. . The great Charader- 
iftic of our holy Faith is the Dodrine oi Life, 
\ dndlmmrtdiiy. .Now there, were two great 
Errors (explained in the. Divine Legationy and . 
defended in the.followingTreatife)inthc.wr- 
taphyjical Speculations of the Greek Philofo- • 
phers, concerning the nature, of G OD, and of 
the So0L, Xvhich neceiErily kept them from 
giving Creditto:a Doftrine, highly probable in 
itfelf, and. rendered fo, even by themfclves, 
from rnany. moral Gonfideratidns perpetually 
preached up by thcqa to the People. But it 
was their ill Fate to be determined, ■ in their 
f. Opinions, rather by metaphyseal than moral Ar- 

i guments. Hence we fee the Reafon that, when- 

ever the holy Apoftles fpeak of> or hint at, the 

A Philo- 



iv PREFACE. 

Philofophcrs or Philofophy of Greece^ which k 
not tcldom, they always do it in Terms of 
Contempt and Abhorrence.* On this Account 
I was neither afiiamed nor afraid to (hew at 
large, that the Reafons they Jiad for fi) doing 
were juft and weighty. Nor did I think my- 
ielf at ali Qonceraod to manage the Reputation 
of a Set icrf" Men, who, on tltt^rJOt Appearance 
ifiChriftiamtyy moft virulently oppoled it by 
all the Arts of Sophiftryandlnjuftice: And 
when, by the Force of its fuperior Evidence, 
they were at length driven into it, were no 
iboner in than they b^an to deprave and cor- 
rupt it. For, ftom timx prof/me and vain Bab*^ 
blingSy Tertuliian afluccs us, every Herefy took 

itsButh« ]^ iili SAPIEKTIM profbssores, 

de quorum ingeniis tmmis barefis aniniatur\ 
And, in another Place he gives, us tl|eir Gf- 
neabgy. Ipfa denique Harefes a Philoso- 
PHI A fubornantur. Inde Mmes & /crma 
nefcio qua^ & trinitas b^minis apud Valenti- 
num: PLATosricirs ^^^^j/. Inde Marci- 
onis Deui melior de tranquillitate^ a Sxoicis 
verier at i . & uti anima interire dicatur^ ab 
Epicureis obfervatur : Ex ut carnis 

RESTITUTIO NEGETUR, DE UNA OM- 
NIUM Philosophorum SCHOLA SUMI- 

tur: Et ubi materia cum Deo a^iatur^ 
Zenonis Difciplina ejii Et ubi aliquid de 

■ Aiv. Mart. 1. 1. Tlie Atithor of a Fragment cwcermng tht 
Pbilofophfrs gojpg uiid^r tKe Name of Origin, i*ay» the fame 

thing : aM* $rtv avroi^ [Ai^riyoi? ] ra ^o^cc^ofMva tf^X^c f^f* iX 7i9( 

igneo 
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igma Deo alkgatw'^ Hbraciitus thtirve^^ 
nit. Eitdem M^tm^ ^d H^reticos Of PbU 
l^ifpbbi volutantur% iidfm retraSlatus impti'^ 
cantur. Vnde malum ^ ^ quote ? & unde bt^ 
moy & quomodo? & quod proxime Valentinua 
propofuit) unde Deus ? Scilicet & de Entby^ 
mefty ESlromate infirunt Aristotelem, qm 
illis DiakSiicam inftituit^ artificem Jlrumdi 
& Jejlruendi^ verfipellem in Jententiis caa^am^ 
in cmje&uris duram^ in argumeMis operariam^ 
contentime mokftam^ etiam Jibi ifjfi cmma r^- 
. traStantemy nequid omnino tra&an^rit. Hind 
I iUafabul(e & genealogia indeternanalnlesy fif 

^ qua^iones infru0uo/a&S^KMoi!iJ^s s£RP£N-<> 

T£s VELVT CANCER, a quibus nos j1p$ftolui 
\ refranam ^^ &c. One would almoft imagio^i 

from thefe laft Words, that TertuUian had 
fare£ben that Arifiotle was to be th^ Foi^nder 
of the Scbool Divinity. 

He ob&rves, that the Herefy which denies 
the JUfurreSHm of the Body arofe out of tha 
whole School of Chhtile Philosophy. But hif 
omits another, which we have fliewn in the 
Divine Legation ftood upon a$ wide a Bottom^ 
namely, that which holds t be human S^uito bei 
&f the fome Nature and Subjiance mth: Godf 
^pouied, before his time, by the Gnojiifs ^ and 
afterwards, as we learn by the foUowio] 
Words of St. Jujiin^' by the Manicbaans zm 
PrifciUians: " Rrifc^liiiiifte, quos in Hifpani* 
*' Priicilliaous tnflituit, ma^fime Gnpfticoryni 
*^ & Manichseorum dogmata permi^a iedaa# 

? Deprafi, adv^ Haret, p. 70, 71. Ed. Par. 11580. 
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^ PREFACE. 

^ t\iv. Quamvis et ex aliis haerefibus in cas 
** fordes tanquam in fentinam quandam horri- 
bili confufione confluxerint. Propter occul- 
tandas autem contaminationes & turpitudines 
•* fuas habent in fuis dogmadbus, & base vcr- 
" ba, Jura, perjura, fecretum proderc noli. Hi 
animas dicunt ejufdem natura atque fubjian^ 
tia, cujus ejl Dens'"'' — ^Why the Heathen 
Philofophers of our times fliould be fo niuch 
difpleafed to fee their ancient Brethren (hewn 
for Knaves in Pradlice and Fools in Theory, 
is not difficult to conjefture : But why any 
Friend to Revelation fliould be offended at the 
Force and Fidelity of the Drawing, I confefs 
I*' cannot yet fee. For a ftronger Proof of 
the Neceffity of the Gofpel of J ejus Chrift 
would be hard to find than what I have there 
given, Th^XXht Sages oj Greece^ with whom 
all human Wifdom was fuppofcd to be depo- 
lited, had philofbphized thernfelves out of the 
moft evident and ufeful Truth with which 
Mankind hath any Concern. And what 
more honourable Regard could be (hewn to 
the Authority of the Sacred Writers, than to 
juflify their Cenfure of the Greek Pbihfopby^ 
which both Deifls and Fanatics have, concur- 
red to reprefent as a Condemnation of human 
Learning in general ! 

- But as we have often feen Writers deceived 
in their Reprefentations of Pagath Antiquity ^ 
and while zealoufly bufy in gmn^uch as they 
imagined favourable to Cbrtftiamtyy they hive 

* AugrJe Hartfibus* 

' - been 



PR E F ACE* vij 

been ^II the time difrierving it: Left I too 
fiiould be fuipeAed to have fallen into the 
lame Delufion, I ihall beg leave to fhew, that 
it is juft fuch a Reprefentation of Antiquity as 
is given in the Divine Legation which can ppf- 
fibly be of Service to our holy Religion. And 
tha% coniequendy, if what we have there 
given be the true^ it docs much Service to it. 

This will beft appear by confidering thp 
two ufual Views Men have had, and the con- 
fequent Methods they have purfued, in bring^^ 
ing in Pagan Antiquity into the Scene. 

Their Defign has been either to illuftrate. 
the Reajonablenefs^ or to ihew the NeceJJity of 
Chrijiiamty. 

If the firji^ their Way was to reprefcnt 
Antiquity, as comprehending all the funda* 
mental Truths, concerning God and the Soul, 
which our hply Religion hath revealed. But 
as greatly as this Reprefentation was fuppofed 
to ferve their Purpofe, the Infidels, we fee, 
have joined IfTue with them ; and from their 
own FaB^ have endeavoured to fliew, with 
much Plaufibility of Reafoning, that there-^ 
foK Cbri/iianity was not nepeffary; And this 
very Advantage, T'indid (under Cover of a 
Principle, which fome modern Divines feemcd 
to afford him, of Qbrifiainity s being only a 
Republication, of the Religion of Nature) ob- 
tained agftinft fome Writers of great Name. 

If their Defign was to (hew the NeceJ^y 
oiQjriJiianity^ they have then taken the other^ 
Courfe, apd (perhaps, out of a Senf? of the 

A 3 former 
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fiirti*r Mifchief ) rdn ititbthe oppofitc Ex- 
ttttnc ; in reprefenting Antiquity as quite ig- 
itorant of thd firft Principles of Religion, and 
moral Duty. Nay, not only that it knew no* 
thinjg, but that nodiing could be known : For 
fliat human Reafon was too Weak to make 
ESfcOverips in thefe Matters, Confequently, 
that therinvai niver of^fuch thing as natural 
Rehgm: And what Glimmerings of Know- 
ledge Meft had of this kind, were only the dy- 
ing Sparks of primitive Tradition. Here again 
the Infidels tumtd thcit own Artillery upon 
tfiem, in order to difinount that boafted Rea-^ 
jhnablenefiti ChriJUanity^ On which they had' 
fo much infifted : And indeed what room wa^ 
there left to judge of it, after human Reafon 
iT^d been reprefented as fo weak and blind ? 

- Thus while they were Contending for the 
Reafonablenefs^ they deftroyed the NueJJity \ and 
while they urged the Neceffity^ they rifked the 
Reajbnablenejs of Chriftianity. And thefe In« 
fidel Retortions had an almoft irrcfiftiblc Force 
on the Principles our Advocates feemed to go 
upon ; namefy, that Chrijiianity was only a 
Republication of a primitive Religion. 

: It appeal^ then, that the only View of An- 
tiquity which gives folid Advantage to the 
thrijlian Caufe, is inch a one as ihews nam- 
ral Reafon to be clear enough to perceive 
Truth, and the Neceflity of its Dedudlions 
when propofed and (hewn ; but not generally 
Jlrong enough to difcover it, and draw right 
Peduc3ion$ from it. Juft fuch a View we 
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PREFACE. ix 

biw giveo of Antiquitjrj^ a» fir as sebtes to 
the Poiiit in. qiaeition i which we presume to 
be the true^ not ooly in that Pointy bat like*- 
wife with r^ard U> the State of natural Re- 
ligion in general : Where we find human 
Rjcafon co^ penetrate very far into theeflen- 
tial Difference of Thingii s but wanting the 
true Principles of Religion, the Anciente nei- 
ther knew the Origin of Obligations nor the 
Coofecpence of Obedience. Rsvelation has 
di&overed thofe Principles^ and we now 
wonder,, that fuch Prodigies of Parts and 
Knowledge could commit the grois Abfurdi- 
tie^ that are to be found in their beft Trea- 
tifes of Morality. Which yet does not hin- 
der us fi'om idling into a greater and worle 
Delufion. For having feen of late ieveral ex- 
cellent Syflems of Morals, under the Title of 
7bie Principles (^natural Rsligitm^ that dif- 
claixn the Aid of Revelation, we are apt to 
think them indeed the Di^veties of natural 
Reaibn ; and £o to regard their Excellencies 
as an Olbjcdtion to the Necejity of any farther 
Light. The Pretence is plaufible; but fure 
there mitft be fbme Miflake at Bottom \ and 
the greai Difference in point of Pet fe<flion, 
between thefe imaginary Productions of Rear 
£dq^ and thofe real ones of the* moit learned 
Ancients,, will increaie o&x Sufpicioii. The 
Trath is, thefe modern Syftem Writers had 
Aids, which as they do not acknowledge, fo, 
I will believe, they did not perceive. Thefe 
Aids were the true Principles of Religion, 

A 4 delivered 



X PREFACE. 

delivered by Revelation : Principles fo clear 
and evident, that they are now miftaken to 
be amongft our firft and fimpleft Ideas : But 
thofe who have ftudied Antiquity, know the 
Matter to be far otherwife. 

For to conclude with the remarkable Words 
of CicerOy Nam nequc tarn eft acris acies in 
naturis hominum &4ngeniis, ut res t^tas quii^ 
quam, nifi monftratas^ poffit videre: neque 
tianta tamen in rebus obfeuritas, ut eas non peni* 
tus acri vir ingenio cernat, fi modo adfpexerit, 

Notwithftanding all that can be faid, much 
Clamour will ever attend Novdties, tho' never 
fo ftrongly proved, and tho' never fo well di- 
redcd. But Truth feldorfi thrives the worfc for 
unreafonable Oppofition : And it would feem 
not to be far from its Eftablifliment, when fuch 
Writers as the following appear in it V Defence. 
I could wifli indeed he had had an Adverfary 
inore worthy him : However, he has made the 
beft of a bad Reafoner. The Nature of his 
Defign has confined him rather to confute Mr. 
yackfons Sentiments, than to explain his own 5 
yet he hath eftabliflhed thofe he undertook to 
defend with fuch Extent of Learning, and 
Force of good Argument, that 1 dare become 
refponfible for all he fays ; and am willing that 
thofe of my Opinions here debated, may fland 
or fall by the Strength or Invalidity of this 
Defence. 

IF ' 
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OPINIONS and PRACTICE 



O F T M E 

Ancient Philosophers, &fc. 

THE learned Mr. Jack/on^ in his two late. 
Pamphlets, has undertaken to attack fe* 
vera] Parts of the Divine Legation \ As 
to the Merit of the firft Piece, we have the fol- 
lowing Account of it in his own Words : " I 
have oppofed many Paradoxes of this Author 
[Mr. fP'arburton] advanced and fupported, as he 
thought, with much Learning, All which I have 
confuted within a few Pages, and fhewn to be 
nothing but bold Affertions, dcftitute of Evi-. 
^^ ^ence and Truth ; and that with all his Glare 
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• The firft of thefe Pieces is intitled, ^i Belief of a Tutun 
State frvoed to be a Fundamental Article $f the Religion ef the 
Hebrews ; and the DaSrine of the Andekt Phikfopbers cmuim* 
ing a Fqture State, Jbenum to be confijhni *witb ReafoOy und. 
tbfir Belief of it demonftrated. 

The fecond is called, A Defence of a Book intitUd, Ibi* 
Belief of a Future State proved to be a Fundamental Article 
ff tbe ¥Uhtcy»h V^. 

" and 



^^ and Pretences, he has not (hewed t Tafte of 
<* reat Learning in any one of alt the Fmm he 

<« has treated of/* A^n 5 « I could eafily Ihew 
*« (if it was worth while) the Weaknefi and Ab- 
*• furdity of every other Notion advanced in our 
" Roniarker's Writings ^" 

A complete Vidkory indeed I not ft> Idve Me 
Jingle Truth in the two Volumes. What will be» 
come then of thofe Points which are maintained 
by Mr. Jack/on himfelf, in common with his 
learned Adverfary ? Are the very fame Notions 
plain and clear Truths in hts own Writir^, and 
yet hid AJfertions^ deftUute of all Evidence^ when 
found in the Divine Legation ? Or is the learned 
Writer fodcfperately enamoured and fond of Con- 
troverfy, that, rather than fparc his Adverfary, 
he will even anfwer and confute hin^lf ^ 

" I could (fays he) eafily fhew the Weaknefe 
*• and Abfurdity of every other Notion advanced 
•« in our Rcmarker*s Writings. '•^ But, alas ! this 
is no Time to talk of new Conquefis j it may bet- 
ter become the learned Gentleman to review what 
is already paft. However, I (hall make no Excep- 
tion to what he here %s ; I do really believe that 
he could confute every Pofition in the two Vo- 
lumes, in as effedhial a Manner as he has done 
any fingle Point that he has hitherto attacked. 

In the following Sheets I (hall treat this Gen- 
tleman with all the Decency and Refpeft which 
are due to his Character in the learned World : If 
I difiS^r from him with regard to fome ancient 
Fa£U, 'tis only becauie be w^xx^^ to me at ieaft^ 
ta difier from ADtk]tttty itfelf ^ 'tis only becaufe I 
cannot prevail with myfelf to embrace an Hypo- 
the(is> however confidently a(rerted> when I find 

^ Pag- 5i« S9* of ^ fccond Piecf, or Difim^ 
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it contrary to plain ]F^ and the ckar Teftimony 
of the beft Writers. 

CHAP. L 

^ha the Pbihfiphers did not itmariaUy frth 
fefs their Beiief if a future States and 
this btctmflamy (f Profejfkm Jheym tt^be a 
P^roofthat they dtd not really believe it. 

* 

IN his firft Pieiie the learned Writer undertakes 
to demon ff rate that the Phiiofbphers believed ^ 
future State. *Tis pity but he had given us his 
Demohftration in a more regular and exaft Forni. 
He brings feveral Paflages, (p. 94, 5, 6, 7.) in 
which, according to him, the ancient Sages pro- 
fefs their Belief of another Life. But the Circum-* 
ftance which he principally infifts upon, is, shot 
they were conjiant and uniform in this Profeffion. 
This he aflerts in more than one Place j p. 73. 
ipeaking of a future State, he fays, *« Surely it 
is very unreafonable to charge Men with Infi- 
delity in a Point, which they conftantly and in-^ 
variably profefs to believe.** Again : " The 
" Philofophers did undoubtedly believe, as well 
*' as constantly profeis a future State of Happineft 
•* and Mifery,* p. 75. And it is remarkable 
that all his Teftimonies are brought to prove this 
veiy Point. He uflicrs them in with thefe Words ; 
^* I fhall therefore add, for the more full Satif- 
** faftion of the Reader, a few other Paflages 
** befides thofc before fet down in thefe Papers, 
*' to fliew their [the Philofophers] constant Pro- 
^* fefficn and Belief of this moft important Doc- 
ff trine of Religion.** p. ^4. 

Upon 
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Upon what then does th<^ learned Writer build 
his Demonilration ? Why, upon the constant Md 
uniform Profelfion of the Philofophers upon this 
Subjeft. Hence he infers their real Belief of an- 
other Life ; hence he thinks it as unreafonable to 
charge them with Infidelity m this Point, as the 
moft fincere Believers oi Chrijiianity itfelf, p. 99. 

Had he reprefented them as various and incori- 
ftant in their teaching on this Head y this, I pre- 
sume, would have greatly weakened the Force of 
what he calls his Demonstration. To give it there- 
fore the moft plaufible Appearance, to fet it oflF in 
the beft Colours, he roundly affirms, that they 
were uniform jind conftant^ fix'd and invariable iti 
their teaching on this Ppint. Here then I readily 
join Iffue with him, and take upon me to aflert, 
that this conjlant ^nd uniform Profeffion is all a 
mere Invention of his own, contrived only to 
ferve an Hypothefis ; that it has no Foundation 
in Truth or Hiftory •, that, to ufe his own Words, 
*' *tis a bold Aflertion, deftitute of Evidence and 
« Truth," 

Let U5 examine it with regard to the School 
of Pythagoras. Mr. Jackfon complains that | 
have faid nothing of Pythagoras himfelf, but con- 
fined all my Arguments to his Followers an<4 
Difciples. '* He wifely fays nothing againft Py- 
** thagoras^ the Head of the School, whom \ 
'* provM to be a conftant Profeflbr of this Dbc- 
«* trine,'* p. 14, 5. I have often indeed been told, 
that thefe common Anfwenrs would ftick at no- 
thing. At the very time that the learned Au- 
thor wrote this, he could not but know that my 
ninth * Chapter was employed to prove, that Pjy- 
thagoras did not believe this Doftrine, that thq 

* It is the Tenth in this Edition. 

- . . , 

Metemp* 
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Mctetnpfychofis really efpoufed by him, was 
purely pbyftcd and necejfary ; that therefore it ' 
maft be inconfiftent with the Belief of future 
Rewards and PuniQiments. Diogenes Laertius 
does not barely fay, that Pythagoras once profefs'd 
this Dodrine, but that he was the Author and In^^ 
ventor of it ; and this Circumftance will, I fup- 
pofe,' be enough to fhew, that he did often de- 
clare for it. Ovid too mentions this as the fix'd 
and ftanding Opinion of this SeA. And what 
now does Mr. J. fay to thefe two, and the other 
Authorities which I have alledged in the fame 
Chapter ? He honeftly affirms that I have never 
touched upon this Point. Ic is ftrangely perverfe 
in this worthy Gentleman, to complain that I 
bring but/^«? Teftimonies, and yet focautioufly 
forbear examining thofc I do bring. However, 
to give him no juft Reafon of Complaint, I will 
add one more. I fhalltake it from the D. L.* 
Tim^us then obferves, that, *' as to Men of libe- 
** ral and well di(pofed Minds, Philofophy alone 
" will be fufficient to keep them within the 
** Bounds of Decency and Order. But when we 
" have to do with Men of a more obftinate and 
*' perverfe Turn, we are then to apply and in- 
culcate the Doftrine of Punifliments both pre- 
fent and future J as that endlefs Torments a- 
*' wait the Shades of unhappy Men^ and all 
** thofe Stories which Homer records of the ^ in- 
fernal 

^^imaus here mentions the feveral Confiderations that 
might be urged to incite Men to the Pradice and PurTait of 
Virtue. As for thofe of liberal and well-difpofed Minds, Phi* 
Ibfophy alone was fulHcient for them. But the Multitude were 
to be influencM and reilrainM only by the fear of Punilhroent. 
It is evident from henfc^, that the Do£lrine of future Punifli- 
ment was taught only to and for the Sake of the Populace. 
Let us go now to Mr. JdtkfmU account of this Paffage. •* ?y, 
I •* thagoras 
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«« fcrnjd Regions. For ds wc fomctiincs cure the 
<* Body with onwholeibme Remedies, when fuch 
<* as are mod whoiefome have no £ffe6t, fo we 
^ reftrain tfaofe Minds by fslfe Relations^ which 
*» will not be perfwadcd by the true : There is a 
*^ Ncccflity therefore, of inftilling the Dread of 
" iSitk foreign Torments. As that the Soul (hifts- 
*^ and changes its Habitation ; that the Coward 
^^ is thruft ignomioioufly into the Body of a 
*♦ Wcxnan ; the Murderer imprifon'd within the 
** Fur of a Savage/' 

It appears from hence, that, in the Opinion of 
Pytbag^as and his FoUowers, the common Ac- 
count of fuQjre Punifhments was fuppofed to be 
&1& and groondlefs. Now if they conceived thefe 
to be ^fc, the plain Confirquence is, that they 
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" iba^as^ to make this Dodlrine Have the flronger Im^ef- 
fioBon the Min^s of the Vulgar, repnfintedit under the 
fenfihji fabulms Image of a Tranfinigraiion, as Timaeas Lo- 
crus eB/er<vef, imitating the Example of wife Phyficians.'** 
(f . 91 , 2. of iy(? Pamph.) Welifkre a good Aflbiaiioe ! He had 
a beggarly Hypothecs to provide for, and he ties it on old 
Tim^uj^j Shoulders. Jj Ttm^us Locrus $i/ervej^ fays he. 
That is, if you will believe Mr. Jackforiy this ancient Pyth^9* 
rean intimates that there were two Notions of future Paniih« 
meats, one more lational and exadl, deiigned fi)r the Philofo- 
ph^r9» one more grofs and fabulooi, invented only for the 
People. This n faid, I fuppofe, only to (hew us what an. 
Anfwcrer is capable of; and to what height controverlial Con- 
fidence can go. Ocherwtie on a lefi noble Occaiion, fure he 
would nev^r venture ikni to ittliilt che Undediaiuiiog of every 
Man who has his Eyes, and can read : And who fees that Ti* 
maus his Complaint againfl the People was, not that they 
Wepe influenced by 4nte kind of Punijhment rather ihan another, 
but that they were only to be influenced by the Fear offunifij- 
mrni in general i and not to be governed by Motives of a more 
excellent and noble Nature ? Tim^ut therefore, they will fay^ 
could never -diftinguifh between different forts of Punifliments, 
and confine his Cenfure to one kind only, when it was his De* 
fign to ihew that the People were wrong in being influenced by 
the Fear of any Punifiunents whatfoever. 

could 
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couU not bM aojr future Puniflimeots whatia- 
cwr. This wiilbe explained at Izig/imtikefaurfb 
diaptcn 

It 16 tvidem: from this PaffiigiB of ftmaust tbex 
Pythagoras muft ri^eft the common and popular 
account oC a future Soite. The firft Qieftion then 
i$» Did he fubftimte any other in the room of it ? 
I>r. Sjkes aiSares os that he did. The next Point 
Chen will be, Wh^t was that Account b fubfii- 
tutcd? Why, iays the Dodor, {VindicaiiM^ p. 
14.) ^ It was that the Soul was to pais and mi« 
^* grate, widiout Interruption, fiom one Body to 
*' another." Let me then afk another Qucftion, 
Had this new Migration any tMral Purpofe and 
Defignt or not ? If it had, how could it be laid to 
be fubfiitufied by Pytbag^as^ as the moral Me* 
tempfychofis was known and taught fo long before 
him ? But if the Doftor will ftill fay, that this 
Doctrine of Pythagoras was a novel and refined 
Notion, muft he not allow too, that it had no 
tnoral Purpofe and Defign ? And is not this al- 
iQwing all that I contend fi^r ? 

Mr. Ja^kfon has mentioned two of the Fol- 
lowers of Pythagoras J as really believing a fiiture 
State \ Empedocles and Epicbarmus^ P* 9^* I^ 
is not my Defign to difputc with him, whether 
they profcfled this Notion : The only Queftion 
will be whether they were fix'd and fettled, cof§>- 
fiant and invariable in the Profeffion of it. The 
Jearned Gendeman muft lay they were ; but theo 
he muft fay it at the Expence of'^Truth \ in direft 
Contradi^on to the Voice of Antiquity, which 
plainly and evidendy fpeaks againft him. P/«. 
tarcb^ in his fifth Book De Placiiis^ gives the 
following Account of the Dodrine of Empedocles. 
^* Empedocles held Death to be a Separation of 
** the fiery Subftance from the other Parts, and 

I " therefore 
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<« therefore Tuppofed that Death iims com mdn to 
♦« the Soul and Body ^'* Now here Mr. Jackfon 
tells us, that Plutarch has made a grs at Blun- 
der. 'Was not the Man extremely habituated to 
ill Language, one might have expefted that fo 
very candid and learned an Ancient ihould have 
been treated with more Ceremony. But what 
: ftronger Proof can the Reader dcfire of the Falf- 
- hood and Abfurdity of Mr. Jackfotf% Account of 
.ancient Philofophy, than this Confeffion that it 
. contradids P/i^/tfrri&*s, the mod knowing of the 
Ancients ^ ? 

However 

W9 1} ffvyK^^aiii to) a^Bfiu^u rvraradi}. art Korot rvro xotioy tiyat- tv^ 

^ Emfedocles has been charged by coniiderable Writers with 
holding fome very extravagant and wild Notions concerning 
the human Soul. To the TeiKraony of Plutarch we may add 
th2Xoi Cicero : Empedocles animum elTe cenfet cordi fafFufum 
fangainem. i Tufc 9. Macrohius affirms the fame: Plat^ 
dixit animam edentiam eile femoventem ; Empedocles & Cri- 
tias fanguioem. In Somn. Scip, i, 14. And the following 
Verfe oi Empedocles himfelf might fhrniih a &ir Occafion for 
-this Notion. 

Vid Davifium ad Cic. Tufc. i, 9. Thefeare great Authorities; 

and have, I prefume, betrayed fome learned Moderns into a 

•worfe Opinion of Emfedocles than he really defervM. Empedo- 

des .conflabat animam ex setherea jet aeria fabftantia. Voffius de 

Orig.etProg. Idol. 3, 40. And the great Gaffendi himfelf aflbres 

us, that the Soul, according to Empedocles, was/uppofed to be 

rorporeal, naturae igneae, aeriae, aqaese, terrenae. Animad. iq 

J)t(^, LoirtA, IQ. p. 495. Now I would not fay with thefe 

learned Writers, that any. of the Opinions hitherto aiSgned, was 

firmly and conftantly maintained by Empedocles himitM -, all 

I would infer from the TefHmony of the Ancients, is, that he 

'^i^fometimes declare for fome of them. Otherwtfe, whence 

comes it, that fo good Authors charge him with making thefe 

Profeffions ? Does not indeed the Verfe, juft cited, plainly iheMr 

that he fometimes delivered the Do^ilne which they impute 

toham? 

: It 
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However^ to five Time 4nd cut fhoft all url* 
licceflary Cavil, let it be allowed that Emptd$cles 
was tonftant and uniform as to this Point ; that 
he never declared fpr the Mortality of the Soul : 
Yet it muft be remember*d that he was a Fol- 
lower of Pythagoras ; that therefore the Notion 
of a future State^ really embraced by him, was 
nothing more than a mere phyfical Migration of 
the Soul from one Body to another, deftitute of 
all , moral Purpofe and Defign. 

I^t us go next to Epicbarmus. Sextus Empi* 
ricus has charged him with the Denial of all 
future Rewards and Punifliments, in Terms 
too (Irong to be evaded. ^^ It is^ident, thaC 
** Epicurus ftole his Principles from the Poets. 
*' As to that famous Tenet of his, that Death is 
*^ nothing to us, he borrow*d it from EpichariHUs^ 
*' who fays, I neither look upon the Aft of dy- 
** ing, or the State that fuceetds it^ as of any 
*' Confequence and Importance to me ^.** Plutarch ^ 
ih one part of his Piece on Confolation^ addrefs*d 

to 

It is Abt fny Sdiinefs or Defign to pfoire, that lie was con- 
iknt and uniform in thefe Profemons ; if he did /omeHmes de- 
clare on this Side, 'tis enough to juilif/ the Argument I am 
here eftablifhing. 

But fuppofmg he taught thefe Doftrines* of the Soul, hovir 
^does it follow^ that he at the fame time rejedled and denied the 
Notion of a future State ? To this I reply, that Cicero, in 
the Beginning of the firft Tu/culan^ explains the feveral Opi* 
nions, which are here attributed co Emfedodes ; and which- 
ever of thefe, fays he, is admitted, the Confequence is^ that 
the Soul m\j& die with the Body* 

tUf okvn^aKti^ -Toy ^ Savaroi' ori tfS^> fr» 9r^o^''J/*aj, Eflr»;^ag- 

^st. Sextus Empiricns ad Grammacicos, Se6t. 273. I did in- 
deed know that I had to do with a Writer whom a little 
thing could not flop. However, I did not think he woald 
liiive been hardy enough t^ attack thisPaflage. C/V^r^ him. 

B fclf 
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to Apolloninsj employs many Arguments to 
prove, that Death would not be attended with 
any real Mifery. To eftablifh and confirm this, 

felf, ia his fird Tufculan^ interprets this Line of EpUharmH$ 
in the very Senfe I h^ve here given. A. Age jam concede non 
effe miferoSy qui moriui funt'^ quoniam extorfifti ut faterer^ qui 
omninaHoneffent^ eosnt miferoi ^idem ejfepoffi. M. Ecqui ergo^ 
ihtelligis, quantum ma]^ de humani copdition^ d^jeceris ? A- 
C^onam modo ? M* Quia, ii mori etiam mortals miferunx 
ei&t, infinitum (Juoddam et fempiternum malum h^beremus in 
vita. Nunc video calcem, ad quam cum fit decurfum, nihil fit 
praeterea extimeicendum. Sed ta mihi videris Epicharmi, acu- 
d, nee infulii hominis^ ut $iculi» fententiam fequi. '* £morino« 
*' lo: fed me efle mortuum nihil seftimo/* c S. 

And 'does not Sextus Empiricus (sLy^ that thefe Words con- 
tain the Dodlrine of Epicurus^ as well as Epicharmus^ Now 
if they contain the Dodtrine of Epicurus, muft they not bf 
courfe be f^ppofi^d to exclude all future Rewards and Punifh<^ 
ments I However, if the Gentleman will infid that Epicurus, 
Mmfelf believM another Life, I am not yei fo fond of Con-^ 
troverfy, as to difpute it with him. 

However, let us hear him out. On this Ba J^ge he thus 
dcfcants: "To die ia not onr Concern, Jt- belongs only ta 
•' G<>^ to difpofe of Life and Death.*'— But is it, then of no. 
real Concern or Intereft to one's ftlfi whether Man is defigned* 
for a State of future Rewards and Puniih ments or not ? No^ 
fays Mr. J. " It only belongs to God to difpofe of Life 
'^ and D^ath.'* But» en Supp^fition, ahat there are fattire 
Rewards s^n^ Punifhinept^ k it not of Concern to tt e too« 
ii) wh^t manner God will difpofe of me hereafter ? Had Eft- 
€harmus taught, that God was to appoint the Soul a St^te.ojt. 
figure Happinefs or Mifery, is it poffible to conceive that Epi^ 
eurus would have adopted this Principle f Or, in this Cafe, 
is it poffible that ?»/^fhould alledge the PaiTage^ as contaii^. 
ing a Principle, on which Death muft be confidered as a State 
of mere Infenfibilky ? 

Well* butt fays Mr* 7^. I have product} a Pafiage. ill 
which Epicharmus profefs'd (he Dp£lrine of another Lif^« . 
Sot, inilead of one, had he produced one Hundred, would 
this have had any Foxce in the prefent Argument? Have I ^ 
ever denied that Epicharmus does fometimes aflert this No- 
tion ? Or will his fometimes fpeaking for it prove, in Oppor 
fition to plain and dire^ Evidence^ that he never fpoke . 
agamillt? 
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hi eites the foWowing Words of ^picharmusi 
•* The Parts 6f which you are compounded will 
be fcparated at Death 5 and each will fetitf n tcr 
the Place from which it originally cam*. The 
Edrth will be reftored to Earth, and the Spirit 
will afcend upwards. What is there terrible 
or grievous in this ^ ?" But to this our Ail* 
thor has a ready Anfwer. His Rbeforic is always ' 
at hand to help out his Logic. *Tis rio more than 
this, Plutarch was a, great Bli^nderer. But 
who is the Blunderer^ that isj who is moft 
likely tbunderftand Epicbarmus^s Meaning, whe- 
ther Plutarch or Mr. Jackfon^ I think I may 

fafely leave to the Reader*s Decifion But docs 

not Eficbatmus fay, " That the Sodl was to 
** afcend into Heaven f^^ I would riot advift our ' 
Author to truft too much to this fingle Circum- 
fiance, till he has well c-onfidered the following 
Bjncs of Lucretius : 

Cedit enim retro, de terra quod fuit ante. 
In terras : et qudd miflum eft ex atheris oris. 
Id rurfum ca^li rellatum templa receptant. 

. L.iu 

Teles J another Follower of Pythagoras^ ipeaks 
ftron^gly to the (ame Purpofe ; he confiders Death 
as the very End and Period of our Being; com- 
pares the State which fucceeds it^ to that which 
precedes our Birth* He thus addrefles himfelf 
to one grieved and affiifted for the Lofs of a dc- 
ce^fed Friend t *^ You complain, fajrs he, that 
** your Friend will never exift more -, but re- . 
" member that he had no Exiftence ten thou- 
•* fand Years ago, that he did not live in the 

Ssi? o^v nyBs va^iv, ycc fMf «< yat, vnv'fjui yupd: t* ruth x^ 
Taitop p vh ty» Xyl. Ed, 1 10. 

B 2 " Time 



*• Timc'of the ^rejan War, nor even iit rnuc^ 
*« later Periods. This, it fcems, does not njove 
*' you i all your Concern is, becaufe he will riot 
** cxift for the tuture 8.'» How would Epicurus 

have 



i A^7l' eitrrv^ ifcit* ah ja^ ni fjtv^ioror rrCM, ts^ twi ru T^a>i«Af». ' 

#<( vri^o9 ovx. ffai, lv(Tx^^i^9i^' Stobxus Mor.Ec. c. 196. What 
he here fays, is, that it would be as abfurd to complain, that 
a6y One does libt fubfift af^er IXeath, as that he- did noteatiil 
before hi. Bir^ ; as if we were no more intereil^d in the Stat^ 
which fucceeds o«r Deaths than i» that which precedes oar 
Birth. 

fahrichs has ranked this Teles almong the Followers of 
Pyibagor44, Bat thb wc arc told is i, grofs Miftake. How 
fa ! why, ** Jap^Uthus gjvesr a Jarge Catalogue of M 
•* /Af noted Scholars and FaUowerr rf Fythdg^as^ ^d yet doe» 
** not mention TeUs^'' But if he only propofed a Catalogaft 
of the mofi noted Follonvers of Pythagoras ; is it not pollible 
that he might omit Teles? And, what is more, does not ^ 
Jamblicbus himfelf tell as, that many real and onqueilion*^ ' 
Followers of Pythagoras were not adually infertedin this Lift ? 
rm h ffviJU'/Fiitrui nAayo^Jht'riik f^' ArNI2TAX vtxch ANHNV- 
MotZrivcti noAAors Mxoqytyottvat. " I will,- fays he, hcro 
** mention only the moft celebrated.** AiCd then he gives kit 
Catalogue. I)e-vit. Pyth»Sedl. 267. 

•But the very Sentiment and Language of the FaiFage is fucb 
as could not poflibly come from a .Follower, of Pythagoras* 
Why not ? Has it not been joft ihewn that Bftcharthus^ aft ah- 
doilbied Follower of Pythagoras, did adodly fometimes ufe the 
fame Language and Dodrine with Epicurus? Why then might 
not other Difciples of this School do the fame ? Did not Art' 
fiaxenus tonfider tBe SOuI as the mere Harmony of the Body f 
Muft he not therefore of Cou^fe deny aill Future and Pre-ex- 
iftence ? And we are informed on \tty good Authority, that 
other Difciples of this School were in the very fame Senti^ 
ments. Olympiodorus in* Phaedonem, Pych'agoreos animailat 
ex harmonia ait compofuiile. Gale* in jambfrch. de IVfyft^ p. 
22JS. And ^xsA others of the lame Se£t feem to have runr 
in^ very extravagant and wild Notions concerniDg the hu- 
man Soul. Arijtotli aiTures us that many of them agreed even 
with DemocritMs and Leucippus, and coniider*d the Soul as ne* 
th^ng more than mere Atoms. Sotxc ^c xctt to nra^x rm T\v^»* 
y^thun Ac/offctyo :> TV rnvTvut i^m iiouQiw (as the Principles of De^ 

mocritui 
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^lave ftccofted his Friend on the fame Occafion ? 
Why, in the very fame Language, 

. Relpice item quam nil ad nos antea<9a vetuftas 
Temporis seterni fuerit, quam nafcimur ante. 
Hoc igitur nobis fpeculum Natura futuri 
Temporis exponir, poft mortem denique no- 
ftram. ' ' 

Lucretius^ 

So inuch. for Pythagoras and his Followers. 
The learned Writer undertakes to dem^nftratt 
their Belief of another Life: And for this he 
appeals to their conftant and invariable Profeflions 
on this Head. But, in oppofition to this, we 
have fhewn that they were far from being uniform- 
and confiilent in what they taught on this Point. 
Havickg therefore overturned the very Foundation 
on which he^builds, we need give ourfelvee no 
farther Trouble % we may now leave his pretend- 
ed Demonftiation to Ihift for itfelf, as it befl: may. 

Let us go next to Ariftotle and his Difciples : 
And here the learned Writer gives us but one 

mocritui znA Ziuapfms.)t(faaea yu^ nyf; ttvnnr, 'i'YXHK EINAI . 
T4 EljTTQ AEPX srSMATA. Dc Anima, I, 2.' In faying this, 
I^m &r from any Thought of infinaatlng that this was the 
general Sentiment of this Se&. All that 1 endeavour and in* 
tend to ihewy is the Rafhnefs and Unieafonablenefs of what 
this learned Man has been pleafed to aflert in fo very dogma- 
tical and overbearing a Manner^ viz, that no Follower of /^« 
ihag»iss could -be fappofed to deay ihe Esdfleiice of the Soul, 
«ither in a prior or fotore State. 

As for the reft, I readily allow thix. the general Prmciples 
of this School^ ifappostd tjie Exiilence of the Soul after Death % 
i)at then they conlined it to Migrations Aom one Body, to ano* 
Cher by a Neceflity mirefy fbyfical. Here then was no room for 
the Belief of future Rewards and Pmafliments, ia the proper 
and exa£fc Senfe of thofe Wonds. As to this T//r/, the learned 
C^taker fpeaks of him in the following Manner, in 1. $. 
^ 93. ci Atttoninus : Teles PjtbagmcmSf <& esrilio, apud Sto« 
batum torn. 2* tic. 4Q. 

B 3 Teftitnony, 
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Teftimpny, an^d that from th(? Piece D^ Jbfeittfe. 
Arijlotle fay^, Jpftice is always the Attendant 
of God^ to punifh thofe who depart from the 
divine Laws : Whoever therefore will be blef- 
fed and happy (hereafter) ought immediately 
in the Beginning of his Life to be Partaker of 
her/' p. 9^. But does not Mr. J. know that 
this very Piece has been difcarded and fet afide, 
by Men of the firft Name in the learned World, 
^ not really belonging to Ariftatk ? Have not 
the two Scaligersy If. Cafaubou^ Salmafius^ Dan. 
HeinfiuSy Gaffendij with fcveral other Critics of 
the firft Rank, long fince endeavoured to provp 
that it is no Treatife of his ? And if others have 
declared for th^ cantrary Opinion^ yet furely the 
Point is not yet determined in their Favour^ nor is 
the Book io Difpute commonly received as the 
Work oiAriftotle. He introduces it thus, '^ Arl^ 
*^ fiotle fays/* Would not any que now imagine 
that he appeals to fome real and undoubted Work 
t£ Ariftotle ? As his Argument refts oa this fingle 
Authority, would not any one have preiiimed it 
fhould have been fo circumftanced, that no rea- 
fOnable Exception could lie againft it^ ? 

With 

^ Wh^t IS it which I here cenfure but this. That our Author 
fhould have appeaJed to fome un/kubted Woik of Anft^kf 
fom^s Work which viz&.nnivtrfqUf allow!d to belong to him; 
to v^hich nfi.reiLfmahlt Excfpttion could be raifed on thitScorp? 
What then had he to do in this Cafe ? Why, to fhew that 
t]|is Piece Di Mttnd» was a real and unqiieflioned Work of 
Jf\fi9tk\s ? And haw does he &ew this ? By obferving thac 
fev^ral Critics hjive declared it to be genuine. But this isao 
mpre than \yliat I had allowed before^ '^ and if others Have 
"-declared for the contrary Opinion^ yet furdy the Point is 
"i not yet determined in their Favour.'l If then. oar Author 
w:^l<l fpeajc to the Parpofe, he fhould (hew that the Point is 
^kf^% diUrmiVfd. iv^tbiir . F^fvour. Otherwife > 'eis. doubfol 
and uncertain whether this Work belongs. v^.JnfikUi and 

' . . therefore 
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With regardf then to Arifiotle^ where lias he 
proved his conftant Profeffion of another Life? 
So far from it, he has not hitherto proved that 
ke ever profeflfed it. 

And 

therefore 'tis dbi^tlul and uncertain, fo hx as appears by; Mr. 
^atfi/&«*s Evidence, whether ^rj/^tf//^ ever declared for'ano- 
ctier Life. 

Well, but " better Evidence than mine have allowed the 
** Book, and cited it as genuine." That is, greater Critics 
than the two ScaligerSf If. Ca/auhen, SalmafiuSt Dan, Hein* 
fits^ zxAQuffMi. — iBtttcolne, 'c2» well it*]; nd raoit. To con- 
fefs the Truth, th^ leaft I expedled was to hear them all called 
BLVKDEREits. Who thcn are thefe, who " mufl needs be 
better Judg^ of the Genuinenefs of ancient Books than any 
modern Authors can be f The critical Reader will/mr/f^ 
<as little difpofed as Critics are to indulge themfelves in this 
*mesikne/st when he . hears them ^med. They are Stobans 
an old blind Scholiaft, Jfulem a£matic Platonift, and Juftin^ 
^ pious Chrifiian Mattyr. But fee now the true Judgment^ 
and, what always goes along with it, iht Equity, of our Author. 
Three Writers, none of them pretending to Criticifm, are 
oppofed in a Point of Critidfm, in which their Age gave them 
no Advantage, to half a Dozen the moft confummate Critics 
that ever lived : While, on the other hand, in a Matter of 
Fa6t, relating to ancient Opinions, Mr. Jachfan oppofes his 
own modem Judgment againft Plutetrcb who was a Critic in< 
deed. But has he never hdard that many Works of Antiqiiity 
which have paiFed undifputed amongH the moil learned An- 
cients have been deteded, to the Satis&6lion of the whole 
learned World hy nK)dem Critics ? This he might have heard» 
tho* I don*t fufpeA he knows any thing himfelf of the raft 
Improvements, m^de in the Jrt of Criticijm in thefe latter 
Ages, 

But his kying fo great Strefs on theT^flimony of Juftin 
Martyr does Honour to his Judgment. If Juftin was fo able 
to judge what Works properly belonged to Arifiotle^ one 
i^ould iniagifie hecould tx& be an intire Stranger to his Senti- 
ments on the Poine in queilion. And yet, according to himt 
Jlriftoth maintain^ the Mortality di the Soul. A^t^oTc^9}f ^«« 
%rtt%i'Xfioa ^vxfuj opofM^Of OTR A^ANaTGN, a><h» eNHThN 
osvtiw Men jStfXfrai. Parsen. 
. At lafl, confcious, as it were, that this Paflage from the 
iSece De Mundais nothing to his Porpoie, he will now fupply 
the Vacancy witli one from Plutarch, " who fays^ Arifiak 

B 4 " ^* taught. 
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And as he has not yet proved, fo we m^y with- 
out Prefumption venture to affirm, that he never 
will prove the Point in queftion. He muft tirft 
fet afide the Authority of yirijlotle himfclf ; the. 
following Paflages will prove thb,,and therefore 
may fervc to ftrcw that he purfues a deff)eratc 
Adventure, whenever he engages in an Under- 
taking of this kind *. In one Place having faid» 

♦' That 



** taaght, that the Body only and not the Soul was khysGi 
•* to Death, for that the Soul did not die." To fee how 
Things will change ! If^or/d thy Jlifperty Turns h as the Poet 
fays. This Plutarch y who was bat now 2^ great Blunderer, 
and whofe Word would not be taken for a Farthing when h^ 
anfwers for the Opinion of Epicharmusy no fooner tells us 
what was the Opinion of Arifiotk on the very fame Point, but 
he becomes irrefragable. ^I'is pity that fo neat a Piece of 
poffe-tajfe (bouM be thrown away to no Purpofe. For againfl 
whom does he urge this Teftimony of Ariftoth for the Soul's 
Immortality ? Not againfl Mr. Warhurton fure, who has not. 
only allowed, but even afferted that AriftotU held the ImnM>r« 
tality of the Soul. Bat this was very confident with the Di^ 
belief of all future Rewards and Punifhments, as the Sool was 
to be refolved into the divine Subftance, and, in confequence 
of this Refufion, to lofe its feparate and difBndl Exigence. 

But, what is Hill worfe, Plutarch do«s, in the very Book 
from which this Teftimony is brought, ailiire us, that, ac» 
cording to AriflotU^ the Soul iva/ MORTAL. A^trorcXtif x«i 

M2N ElNAI STNOMZONTES THN *rXHN, %iwv h Tti»o? jt^rre- 
XM oi.vx\w» Deplacitis\. 9. I. And if Mr J, has any better 
way of reconciling thefe apparent Inconfiftencies in the 
fame Author than by the Dodrine of the Rcfufiniy he would 
oblige the World with the Difcovcry. 

> In the firft Edition I alledged two Qaotationii to prove that 
AriftotU fometimes fpoke of a future State with Diffidence and 
J)9uht In his Ethics toNicom. (1. 10.) he propofes it as a 
Problem, ** Whether any Man can be happy after Death,'* 
andafks, '- Whether this would not beftrangely abfurd, ac- 
" cording to his own Syftem, which fuppofes that Happinefs 
** confifts in Operation.** I will now give thefe PaiTages with 
the Context. He begins the Chapter thus : *' May then no 
^ Manbedenonunatiedbappyy while he remains in Life, but 

•• muft 
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♦* That many of the Powers and Faculties of 
^* Man would be deftroyed at Death," he adds^ 
*' But the Mind perhaps is more Divine, and not 
*« fo liable to Corruption and Decay." o h wt 
KTtf; d'HOTfffbv TJ, Mr air«td'c;. f^iv* Dc anima, 
I, 5. Again. " As to the Mind and Under- 
•• ftanding, we can pronounce nothing certain 
♦* concerning it. But it feems to be a kind of 

" Soul, 






mad we, according to Solatia waie for the Day of hia 
Death before we pronounce him fo ? And if we allow this* 
is hi to be fuppofid bafpf after his Departure eut ef tine 
** Life f Or would not this he firangely ahfurd^ e/pecitdhf ac» 
** cording to my own Syftem^ nvhich makes Hafpinefs confift im 
*' Operation T Now if we do netprwtounce the dead Man betfff^ 
^' and if Zolm did not mean that the Dead enjoy any xteX 
** Happinefs, bat only that they might be called happy, as 
'' being out of the Reach of all Evil and Mifery ; even ftill 
** there will be room for Difficulties and Doabts. For there 
** feems to be fomething Good and Evil to the Dead, as well 
** as there is to the Living, altho* he is infenfible of it^ and 
'' does not really perceime it^ as Honour and Difgrace, and the 
" good and ill Fortune of his Children and Pofterity." Now 
Is not my Inference modeft and temperate enough, when I 
only endeavour to prove from hence that Arifieue fometimes 
fpeaks of a future State with Diffidence and Doubt \ For does 
he not evidently argue on the Suppofition that there was no 
future State ? Or what was this Good and Evil, of which Meit 
were not to hefenfihUy and which they were not to perceive f 
I had cited another PaiTage from ArifiotUy c. i u in which 
be fays, *' It may be difputed whether the Dead are fenfible 
** of any Happinefs or Mifery." The Point he propofes to 
debate, is, *' Whether the Dead were afiecied with the good 
^* or ill Fortune of their Friends and Relations.** But, iays 
Be, it may be queftion^d whether the Dead are fenfible of 
any Happinefs or Mifery. And on Suppofition that they were, 
he declares that the Happinefs or Mifery of others would have 
a v^ty flight and inconfiderable Effisdt upon them; would not 
deprive thofe of Happinefs who were already in Pofleffion of 
It, or confer it upon thofe who were already miferable.— -^ 
When he fpeaks of the Happinefs and Mifery of the Dead, 
I fuppofe that he fpeaks only hypothetically^ or upon fuppo- 
fition that there was to be a future State And indeed no- 
other 
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^* Soill^ and the only kind that can cxrft fepa- 
M mte and diftinft from Body, as an immor- 
** ti\ Subftance from one that is mortal." 1. 2, 2. 

m^ i^ r^ vs» le^i ti)f S^lftr^vrmi}; ^iW»fAiai; OTA£nXl 
^AVEPOHi a?Ji EOIKE 4^;cif$^ t^^ot ert^ov fivai. xmt 

But let us come to Paflages of more Impor* 
tance •, in which he delivers his Opinion in more 
pofitive and direft Terms. Speaking of his Agens 
intelleSus^ or aftive Intelledt, he declares " That 
*^ this only is immortal and eternal ; and that the 
•* pafflve inteltea is mortal ^/* Since then hd 
declares that the aftivc Intclledl only was immfor- 
tal) it will be neceflary to date and explain what 
fcc means by thcfc Words ; for if the human 

other Method of Interpretation will be confident with what 
^ himfelf delivers on this very Point in the laft Chapter. 
fittt Mr.^. afiares us, that this Paflage ot JriftotU makes 
diredlly agamft me. And how does he prove this ? Why, 
from thefe Words, ** It feems therefore (adds he, *vix. Art* 
•* ftotie)^ that the Dead are fbmewhat afFefted with the Prof- 
^ perity and Adverfity of their Friends, but fo, and in (tch. 
** a Degree, as neither to make thofe unhappy who are hap- 
** py> or vice vcrfa." p. 21. Now, unluckily, this Paffaga 
^oes not belong to Arifiotle ; it contains, as Fidorius obferves, 
the Words of feme Scholiaf^, that were afterwards inferted 
into the Text. As therefore the Gentleman's Argument re- 
ceives all its Force from the Suppofition that thefe were the 
tVords of Afifiiftle^ I need Aay no longer upon it. 

However let it beobferved that no great Strefs was laid on 
tihis Teftimony. It was only brought to (hew that Arifiotk 
i(ometimes fpoke of^ a future State with Uncertainty and 
i&ubt ; and that he did fo, is very clear from other Places.' 
lY therefore any Exceptions be made to what I have obfcrv'd 
on this Paflage, I am not fo fond of my Interpretatibn, as tc^ 
engage further in the Defence of it. " Whatever may be ob- 
jcded tp the Exadnefs of this particular Quotation, it makes 
no Alteration in the Qaeflion itfelf. The Point which it was 
aHedged to praye, is lufHciendy made good by many others. 

Soul 
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Soai wais not fuppofed td be reaHy and adhially 
4 Part of this ^<?»i intelkHus, it coul4 not be 
feppofed to be immortal on the Principles of 
Artft^tle. «f* Now what Jrtftotk^% agent Under-- 
*♦ ftanding is, and whether it be any Thing io 
^< us, any Faculty of our human aoul or no, 
^^ feems to be a thing very queftionable, and has 
^* therefore cauied much Dilputc amongft his In- 
•-* terprcters J it being refolved by many of them 
** to be the dhine Intelle£l^ and commonly by 
*.* others, a foreign Thing.** CuiwortV^ Intel- 
left. Syft.p. 55. 

If it was fomething foreign, *tis impoffiblc 
that Jriftotle fhould maintain the Immortality of 
the buKpan Soul ; becaufe he exprefily declares 
that kis jlgens intelkSfus only was immortal. 

If the j/geijs in^eUeSus and the divine IntelleSi 
were one and the fame, what will become of the 
Immortality of the human Soul .? Mr. JackfotC^ 
Principles will riot fuflfer him to affert, that the 
human Soul was the fame with tht . divine In- 
ielka. 

The general Opinicm indeed is, that the Agens 
intelWus of Jriftvfk was the very fime with the 
minima mundi of F.^thagQrcks and flaio.. Let then 
our Author tell us, was the human Soul fiippofed 
to be Part of the Jmma mundi or not ? If he 
anfwers in the AfBrmative,^ he muft give up one 
main Part of the Controveify, as . he albws that 
thj^ Soul of Man was confidef'doafr Fart of the 
univcrfil Soul; or God, If he anl^rs in the 
Negative, he mu(l no longer infift that the human 
Spul, accordmg to J^i^otk^ waa immortal j be- 
caufe Jtiftdth himielf declares that nothing' was 
im mortal but the • a^ive Inttlk^. 

But to proceed -, it evidently appears from Jri* 
Jlqik hioifelf, thg^t all particubkf. Senfa(;ions and 

• . Reflexions 
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fie€bions were to ceafe at Peath« He tells us tbae 
the Soul would not joy or grieve^ l&ve' or bate^ 
nor be fubjed to any PafCons of this kind after 
its Separation from the Body. This, it. may be 
laid, relates only to the animal Life. But let it 
be obferyed that the 3oql was to be deprived of 
all its intelle^iual and reafonitig Faculties, .as* 
well as the^ Paflions and AfFedtions above men««' 
tion'd \ it was no longer to remember j thinks or 
underftand \ and muft it not therefore be abfolute* 
ly lofl: to all the Purpofes and Intents of another 
Life ? 

We may then be certain that an ancient Writer 
did not carry his Cenfure too far, when he charges 
him with denying a future State^ and giving great 
Encouragement to Men of perverfe and wicked, 
Difpofitions by this Dodlrinc ". I will give an- 
other 



^To 1% AIANOElEeAI, x«» ^lAEIN, i|Mli:ElN,«tf« m^tMeiwn 
iro^iHf ecT^ec re^ rtt e%orT'$ tXMPo 9| txetvo t^. l^o xot% rtnof <p^ei^ 
fMvovt ovTg MNHMOtcETEly ovrt OIAEI. De J/tima, 1 . 5. And in 
the PaiTage laft cited, having declared that the a^ive IntelleB 
only was immortal and eternal, he addi, ov funyMnxx^yua ^. , 
o h TurofMP ATToSsf. 0^ flrodqTtMf vovf f9»^T0(.KAl ANET TOT- 
TOT or AtNNOEl 3,6. 

vtfui. w»i yckf mw^^metq «y, xom reuq m^^tnrveu^ ^^t^wntano-x?^* 

voppu fjuy avrm c^TFuxia-fMno^ tt ru ^sv* A(7O0ANUN A£ OTAE 

feb. Praep. Evan. 15,5. They are the Words of Jtticus Severus, 

VTJ ayciBo»t «Ti xoxey uyeu. £th. ad Hi. ^,6. Mr. y. tmiVr- - 
ilates the Words thus, ** Death is (he mod dreadful (of 
*^ Evils ;) For it is the laft of Evils, or the Period of them, 
" and after this there remains, as it fems^ to the Dead no 

" 3^re, of either Good or Evil. Death is the moft 

«< dreadful of all Evils." How (6i Why, becaufe it is '< th9 
** laft of Evils, or the Period of them.*' Excellent f as if 
the Ancients would have called it, ** the moft dreadful of all 
*' Evils,'' barely becaufe it was to vnXaPeriodtQaUEwls, 

When 
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mher Paflage from Arifiotie himlelf : ^* Bcath) 
>* fays he, is of all Things the maft terrible ; for 
>* it is the final Period of £xifieQce ; and beyond 

** that 

When tfaqr coi^der Death in diis Lights tfaey leptdent it m 

a Benefit and Advantage. This appears from the Words of 
Ctefar. Cicero, fpeaking of Death, fays^ Sin perimit ac de* 
let oolnino, quid melius qaam in meiiiis mta ioMlmt obdor- 
mifoere, it ita comiiventett ftnlfto confopki fttttpiterii»l 

tutr^wut KEPAOZ ^A^of. Sophocln Antig. 

fiat AriftotU Ciys, ** There remains, as it fiems^ t6 thiS 
^* Dead no Senfe of either Good or EvH/* Dtf#:r «flf be then 
fpee^ *whh Biffidince and Dauht ? And w«U iie may, whtfd 
Mr. Jackfm nndertakes io be his Interpreter. But ihere is 
none in his own Qmk, a^iv st> ta; ridyiAm -^iok, «ti ^a$oj!» 
BTc «flB«oy Myoit. Which is literally —aff^^i?)r0«^/)^4/, U ofpiars^ 
there is neither Good nor Evil Jo f the Dead Monte dreader 
hope. TIm Am<biguity, Iroin which the (iippofed DiBdeno^ , 
arifos, is only in Mr. Juckfrn^t EngMJb^ Be&des, fujppofe 
ArifietU to intimate any DiiEdence and Doubt of a futaie 
State in the laft Words, you make him contradidt himfelf 
in the very fame Breath. " Death, fays he, is the End of 
^ eur Being; no, adds he, it is not the End; itonly^Miv 
*' to be the End (^our Bekig.'' 

Bat Mr. J, very gravely afks, *' What has this Paflage to 
•* do with a future State ? ** p. 23. to do, does he atk ? Why^ 
what has the Night to do with Darknefs, or Mr. J^idtfin 
with his own abfurd Reafoning ? Are they not both Conne^od 
by a Neceffity of Nature \ By long Controverfy the Man has 
not only difputed away other People*^ Senfe, but his own. 

Heobje£is too to my Verfion. I have tranflated Tli^w^i 
^e final Period ofExiftenee. He tranflates it, the lafi ofEvils^ 
or the Period of them. The Abfurdity of which I have ex* 
pofed above ; fo that even the unlearned Reader fees his \an^ 
not be right. At the fame time he fees that mine may, be* 
caufe the k(l Part of this Paflage plainly confirms it. For if 
Death was not the final Period of our Being j why might there 
pot (eem to be fome real Mifery and Happinefs beyond it ? 

Hoc magis de vulgarium, quam de AriHotdis ipiius fenten*. 

tia diftum eft. Murct. in ver. ni^*«. He would not willingly 

' ^ allow that Arifiotie entertained this very impious and abfurd 

* Motion. However, as to the Meaning c^this Word> he knew 

it could admit of no Difpate. 
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•* that, ita{>pears, there Ts neither Good nor Evil 
** for the dead Man to dread or hope.** Mr. 
BoStej referring to this very Teftimony, fays, 
« The Paffage cited out of JriJiotle*s Ethics, is 
^^ decifive enough^* p. 152. It is indeed much 
the fame with this of€^far^ In ludu atque miferiis, 
mortem aerumnarum requiem, non cruciatum efle, 
eam cundta mortalium mala diffolvere ; ultra neque 
cura ^eque gaudio locum ejfe. Salluft Waf . Ed. p. 
161 *. Our Author objefts to my Tranflation of 
this Paffage of AriStotk ; ** The Words to drea4 
♦< or hope are to ftand for the Senfe of a fingle 
** Verb («fy«4) which lignifies neither of them/* 
And why not ? It would be well if he never 
made worfe Subftitutcs. Ariftotle fays, ** The 
** dead Man has no Senfe of Good or Evil/* 
And does not this neceffarily imply that there was 
nothing for him to dread or hope ? How then do 
I make this Paffage bear more than it will ftriftly 
carry ? Would we know what feveral of his Fol- 
lowers thought of this Point ? Stob^eus (hall in- 
form us. Now he tells us very plainly, that they 
fuppofed the Soul to be a mere Quality 5 that it 
would at Death be refolved en to i^n i <y«i, or funk 
into a State of Non-exiftence °, 

Let 



♦ // *W9»ld be ftr^vgt (Mr. J, tells us) fir Jriftotk to fief ^ 
that beyond a State ef Non-extftence there *was no Good or E*vil 
fir the Dead to dread or hope y p. 23, How low will a di- 
ftreiTed Caviller defcendf Arifiotle forms no fuch fenfelefs 
Proportion : What he fays is this, that Death is the Period 
of our Being ; and then, by way of Amplification, adds, 
and beyond it there is no real Haffinefi or Mijery. • But when 
Mr* 7. wants a Cover for his Blunders, it is fit that Arifiotle 
himfelf, tho' never luxuriant in the Drefs of Words, (hould 
go naked. 
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Let us ccwn^ to the Stoics. And tbey (po^ m« 
fhall find, have often proclaimed t^ipig Piibelief of 
another Life, in the moft abfolute and ftrong 
Terms* The following Teftimonies will prove 
thU be)K)nd all ExceptioB, and fo may ferre to 
inform us, that the learned Author has all abng 
been impofing a fanciful Hypothefisj as contrary 
to the Evidence of all Antiquity, as it is to thfi 
Principles of the D*L. 

Quid hoc eft, inquam, mors tarn fa^pe expe** 
ritur me ? faciat. at ego illam diu expertus fum. 
quando, inquis ? antequam nafcerer. mors eft non, 
efie. id quale fit jam fcio, hoc erit pod me quod 
ante me foit. liquid in hac re tormenti eft, ne- 
ceffe eft et fuifle antequam prodiremus in lucefn, 
Atqui nuUath fenfimus tunc vexatic^em., Rogo^ 
non fiultiffimum dicas5 fi quis exiftimec kicemae^ 
pejus effe cum extinfta eft, quam antequam ac- 
cendere^ur ?' Nps quoque accendimur ^t extingui- 
mw^ ip^e^io illo tempore aliquid patimur. Utrua^ 
que vero alta fecuritaa eft. In hoc enim, mi Lucili^ 
nifi falior, erramus, quod mortem judicamus fe- 
qai^ quum ilia ct prasc^f^rit et fecutura fit. (^ic-», 
quid ^ote nQs fuit, mors eft. Quid enin) xtfen* 
utrum non incipias an definas, cum utriuAjue rei 
hie fit efFedtus, non eflc ? The learned Gataf^er 
refers us, to. this very Paflage as a Proof that S^^. 

I 

fMt niu^qy Hi^t 7<»fi ^a xtimffiui; m^oucif £IS TO MRJ^INAf^ a9^*^ 
E^^nc BI£ TO MH ElilAI ai^$raT«i ox^oyat^ Kuk cuanu (pBo^a^f 
«t>^7fi/fAi.Ksct iriir.07' srh od^otfc, oiAir ftf^tfffi}?, 9}Jiafi/aaiovii ,* > ■' 

H^ HOAAOl/nsruiATEXlKOi iM>SH£ nroElSXHKlASlN. 

Phyf. Edk p. 116. 

QrotfKf WM fo &r fiom fyfpt&mg diat Ari^i^ beli^yed a 
fi]t«M« State, tW he pattlum on thefftme FoQt mi\k.Epi(itrus 
himCelf ixk (his, Befpeh. Speaking of ^ this Do(trifi$, he %$> 
*^Ge^te9 «erp..nalkm habehaniea.de re divinam Berelati' 
** qxm^, Eficurus it Jxiftaiiis.nibilejii^ credtb^nt^ Ephef, 
ii.. I*. 

• >ieca ' 



Hied foriiethneS declared againft a future State. 
{Pralognium to Antoninus \) 

Brevis 



o Nfi aJmirari wva the great Principle of Horace^s wife 
Man.: I am furejc ought to be the.£dl Preparative of Mr. 
yacijw^s fwije Readers. Without this Viaticum they will be 
in Danger of falling into Surprize at this Author's Obiervation 
on this Pafifage from Seneca. — '* Sefreta, fays he, is ipeaking 
" w/y of feniitive and bodily Paffions ; of the Pain and Deatb 
^' wiiich puts an End to ihc.anmal Li/e, and all the Affec* 
•' tionsofit.** p. 26. 

But does ndt this learned Man know, that this of Seneca is 
die irery Lahguage which the Epicureans themfelves ufe f Thd 
very Language Which the Ancients often employ, when they 
profeiTedly deiign to reprefent Death as the utter End and 
^xtin£iion of our Being ? That this was the Language of 
Epicurus, appears by the Verfes cited from Lucretius in the 
£rll Article. An Epicurean in Cicero deliiers himfelf to theJ 
£unePurpofe: Mortem contemnit, qua qui afieAi fnhr, ite 
iodem caufa funtf qua antequam nati. De Fin. 1. i . Omnibus 
a fuprema die eadem, qu^ ante primum. Nee magis a ntorte 
icnfus ullus aut corpori aut aniitiae^ qu'aih ante natalem* Plin. 
Nat. Hift. 1. 7. c. 55;. Plutarch, arguing on the Suppofitioiir, 
that Death was the full End and DeflruAion of out Beings' 
lias ufed the fame Language as Seneca, ''In this Cafe, fays 
** he» we ihould be deprived of all Senfe ; as we (hould be 
incapable of all Happinefs, fo we fhould be f6cnre from alf 
Evil. Mifery mull have a SubjeA to inhere in as well aa 
Happineft. But that which is become nothing, and ftmk 
*y into a State of utter Extinction, is not fenfible of either. 
** The Dead therefore return to the fame State which they 
*' were in before their Birth. As therefore we neither per* 
•' ceiv'd Good nor Evil before we cnter'd into the World, {a 
•** we (hall perceive neither after we depart out of it. As we 
*Vare no ways interefted in thofe Things which happened 
*' prior to our Birth, fo neither are we in what may be after 
*' our Death.'* Ad Jpollonium XyL E. 109. where there 
is much more to the fame Purpofe. Cicero, in one Part of the 
firft Tufcuian, reafonS' on the Snppofidon chat the Soul was 
mortal ; and to represent our State and Condition after Deatb 
in this ntery Cafe, he has cbcfe to exprels himfelf in the fame 
Manner with Seneca : Natura fe fic habet j ut, quo modo 
initium nobis rerum omnium ortus nofbr adferat».(ic exitum 
mors. Ut nihil pei'tinuit ad nos ante ortum, fic nihil poft 
mortem pertinebit. c. 38. 

Mr. 
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Bretris morkis ct pracceps altenitrUiri facie,' aut 
tlttinguetur aut extinguet. quid enim intere^i 
noti fit, an noti fim i In iitroque finis. dQlendi 
eft. Ep. ^9. 

lUud potius admone nullum mali fenfdm ad 
cum qui periit perVenire. Nam ti pervcnit^ 
non periin Nulla, inquam, eum res laedit, 
-qui nulius eft. Vivit, fi ia^ditur. Ucrum pucas 
ilii male efle, (pod miilus eft, an quod eft adhoc 
aliquis ? Atqui riec et eo potcft ei tbrmcntuni 
4efles quod non eft ^ 4^is enim nullius fenfus eft ? 
tiec ex CO quod eft 1 cmigit eoim nfttiimum xnon; 
tisj non efle. Ef. lOO?. 



Mjt. 7. refemng to this vtty Paflage bf Seneca^ fiijrs, ** I 
*^ allow him ihsitStfuca fpeaks his real Opinion to his Friend 
'* Luciliusi and a Philofopher too ; and it would be ridicolooi 
"to ibf^fe that he amtis^d him with any ix^erk or vul- 
** gar Opinions ; (ir did not oommanicate his real internal 
** Sentiments in the private Epiftles wrote to him. / bop€ I 
*^ bavi conceded ai muek^s he defire$^ p. 26^ 7. He does 
indeed concede all that I deiire'i eooaghi I am fuey to coo* 
fete and overthrow his whole Hypotheiis. It is agreed that 
we are to look for the resd Sentiments of ^sneca in this EpiAle^ 
and that Senecu in this EpifUe does ablblutely exclude il hf' 
tore Stewards and Panifhrnents I need only appeal to the Paf* 
la^ above-cited. However, to confirm this I will add pn^ 
mojie. 

Antoti moiiauir I NidUqae paM mMPl 

Koftri \ com probgo fpiritui hsdita 

imntftw nebnlis ocffit in aeia ? ^ 

JBoift mortem nihileO:* ipbqae mora nihil 
Vdods fpatii mcta nov^ma. 
^ueru ^ jmaas foft pbiimm be9 f 
^^ifomnMata^jaceMi, 
M01S individtti eft noxia corporis 
j!tfec|>aroens aainup. , , 

^ imffc4*f tr04dai 

tith ditloft onpatdonable to trotible thtf Roader with mortf 
Citations in fo very clear a Cafe; however, he will hit t$ 
fiur aiHl candid, « to coniider who it was Aai madt it neceCp 

^ * '""- g iary* 
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. Let 0$ pafs on from Seniia to EfiSetus. Mr 

* Botte readily allows thai he had not enteruin'd 

any proper Notion of a future State. ^' It mud 

*' not 

ftry. Oar Author infiib that thefe two Pai&ges do notcpme 
up to the Point I contend for ; and yet the Ancients life (he 
fame Language at the Time they would* reprefent D6ath» 
ito il» abfoTute Ruin and DednidUdh of our Beii^s. It i»'ii»- 
deeC the very Langq^ge of Mpiekrus, ^«>aro(— tfaiir mf fift^g* 

yaTO( vot^'nj ro^ «f*M( ovx' i^/xfy. Diog.'Laer. 10, 12^. Anid 
Cicero\ fpeakiikg oil (he Suppofitioii that Death ' was k 
State of utciir £xcin£lkui, f^s. In -quo cjoid poteil eiie mali f 
Cum mors nee ad vivos pertineat, nee ad mortuos ; alteri nul- 
li funt, alteros non adtingit. \ft Tuf, 38. Hirmacbus^ a Pol- 
lower of iS^/V«r«j, fpeaks to the fame Purpofe. Evxaraf^o- 

Mors facile contemni poteil. Caufa enim efficiens irrita^ fit^ 
^i^Um patieos interiit. StohauSf Ser. n6. 

Pebec enim, mifere quoi forte a^gr^oe futorum efty 
Ipfe quoque eSe in eo turn tempore, quom male pofiit 

Accidere. 

Scire licet nobis nihil eSe in morte timendam. 
Nee miferum fieri, qui non eft, pofle. 

Luentmst /. f . 

As to Cicero^ Epicurus ^ 6f r. it will be allowed that thefe 
Eirpreffions, when ufed by them, do a£laally exclade all pof- 
fible Notions of a future State ; and I mufl own I have not 
Sagacity enough to difcover, how they can include it when 
ufed by Semea, 

So much for thefe three Pafiages. I will now add a Word 
or two to explain the general Dodrine and Frofeffion of Stngca 
on this Point. He often fpeaks of another Life with great 
Diffidence, Uncertainty,- and Doubt; not like- a Man per- 
foaded of its Reality and Truth, or one that entertained the 
Belief of it on any folid and rational Conviction. Quod ii 
modo folutae corporibus animas manent, feliciorilltsfiatus re- 
ibt, quameft dum veriantur in corpore. Ep. 77. £t fortafle» 
(fi modo fapientum vera fiima eft, recipitque no6 locus aliquis) 
qnem putamus periifle prxmifTus eft. 64. As to the Argittnenta 
wisich %vere brought to demonftrate the Immortality of the 
Snul, he fays, Credebam enim me facilem opinionibus magfio- 
rum virorum, rem graviffimam promittcntium magis quam 
probantium. Dabam me ipei tantse. jam eram faftidJQ mihi 
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** not be imagi^'d, he had the Icaft fccrct. 
*/ Thought of better Things in another Place : 
** Since from fcvcral JPaffages in his Writings it 

^' plainly 

■ ' ■ cam iubito experre&os fum, epiftoia tua accepta, et tarn 
bellam fomnium perdidi. 103. Aiid here I cannot bdt take 
Notice, that he fometlmes applies this ver^ Language to the 
Magiuu Animus icfelf^ or^ as Mr. J, calls iif, the Soul of He^ 
roes. . Magnus Animus Deo pareat, <t quicquid lex uhiverfi 
jubetr fine ^undiatione patiatur. Aut in meliorem emitticuf 
yitam, Jocidius tranqailliufque inter divina manfurus, aut fine 
olio fucurus incommodo* naturae fuae remifcebitur, & reVer- 
tetur in totum. 72. And what fays our Defender to this ? Will 
he have Jlecourfe to his ^vorite Diftinftion between the (enfi- 
tiveand intelledbial Soul? Now ^tis Pity that a DiftinAion 
which was to work fuch Wonders « was to folve and explain 
every DifiicuUy that could poffibly be urged againll him; 
ihould be utterly qnapplicable to every TeSimohy here pro* 
duc^. In one Pailage Semca fpeaks of ibe Saul, whofe Im- 
mortality the Philofophers endeavour*d to demonflrate. And 
did the Philofophers endeavour to demonilrate that the ienfi- 
tive Soul was to be Immortal ? In the other Places he fpeaks 
of the Soul which was to enjoy a State of. future Happinefs 
in Heaven, if any future Happinefs was tobe enJoyM at all. 

2. In the following Parages Seneca denies all future Punifli* 
ments ;. Maximum malum judicabis mortem, cum ilia nihil 
fit mafit nifiquod ante ipfam eft timeri. 105. Again, fpeak- 
ing of a dead Friend^^ he fays. Si illius nomine doleo, neceile 
alterutrum e;c his duobus efTe judicem. Nam ii nuUus defundlia 
fenfus eft, evafit omnia frater mens vitae incommoda, et iti 
tott^ reftitutus eft locum, in quo fuerat, ante quam nafceretur, 
et expers omnis inali nihil cupit, nihil patitur. quis eft ifte 
furor, pro eo me nunquam dolere deiinere, qui nunquam do- 
liturus eft ? Si eft aliquis defun^i fe^fas, nunc animus fratria 
jnei, velat ex diutino carcere emiftus, rerum naturx fpe^colo 
fruitur,^,et humana omnia ex faperiore loco defpicit.— ^-« 
Quid itaque ejus deiiderio maceror, qui out beatus aut nulluk 
ifi^f K^ Polyb. 27. I will juft add, that other PafTages are 
produced from him, c. 4. in which he excludes all future 
Puniftimencs in the moft abfolute and full Terms. 

j.jln the laft Part of the Piece De Confolaticme z^ixtUfdi to 
Martia^ he fpeaks of the future Happinefs of Heroes ,■ and 
yet c. 19. he fays. Mors omnium dolorum foliitio eft ec finis, 
ultra quam mala noftra non exeunt, quae nos in illam tranquil- 
litatem^ in c[ua antequam nafeceremur jacuimus, reponit. Si 
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•* plainly ehou^ apptears, he had ho Notrort of, 
*' any proper Futurity.** Anfu^r'to tbe D, LJ 
p. 94. Bdt let EpiSletus anfwer for himfelC 

Speaking 

ihortubrtim aliquis fniferetar, et non natbrurii Tnifereatu'r. MorJ 
nee Bottum nee mdl^ e/l. Id enim potefl aatiionuin atit ntaiuifi 
efTe, quod allquia eft : qtiod vero ipfiim nihil ell, et bm^a ad 
nihil redigitt nulh nos fortunk tradit. Mala enim bo'naqud 
<irca aliqda^ verfantiir mstteriam. Tn ahodier Paf&ge. whichr 
I have often quoted, fpeaking of the DeadF, *hc fays, DeJmktH^ 
lion perdunt. Mdrs iNTERKiifTiT vitam, non cripit. 36-. 
Bajfus, an Efieurean, fpekks of Death, as the otter ExtindWoii 

of our Being. ^Nec niagis in ipfa'quicqnam die xnoleftia 

ouaih poll ipfam. tarn demens aotem eft qui timet quOd tiotl 
eh pa^uruSy quam qui tfMet quod non eft fenforus. an qnif* 
quam hoc futurum credit, 'ut, per quatm fit crt nihil f^tiatur; 
&i fentiatur ? Upon whitfh Seneca obferves, Hsec ego fdo & 
&pedi6la, et ptfe dieenda^ Jed neque eum legereiH €tque'mih% 
frofuerunt^ ndqiie ciim audirem. j^. 30. One ivould cdft* 
clu(]e from hence, that he had no'Objeflion to the PriiicirplieS^ 
ofEpieurus on this Point. Quid intereft atrtrai fffpra altqudih 
vigilarium ruat an inons, aut turris ? — Ntihc iif^ ptitttsd^ 
l^cbicis dicere, dui 'exiftimant animam homlnis ntagno poil- 
defe extriti permanere non poiTe, et ftatrm fpargi, quianoh 
ftierit illi exitus liber, ego vero -non facffe. qui hoc fiiciint^ 
videntur miihi errare. quemadmddum fl^mma lion pcrtdft 
^pprimi, nam circa id difFugit, 'quo urgetUr; 'qneiiradmb* 
^um aer verbere aut idtu non laeditur, nee fcinditur quidern. 
ted circa id cui ceffit fefufiditur. Bic a'nimils dui'extenuifiinYO 
conflat, deprehendi non poteft, titc Ihtra €01*005 affigi 5 fed be'- 
beficio fubtilitatis fuae per ipfa qdibns'{jreihrtm' cram pit. ^06- 
inodo fulmini ietiath, cum latllfinle pe^caffit ac fuliit, pere?^- 
g'uiun foramen eft reditus, fie animo, qui adhuc teniiior eft 
igne, per'omne corpus fuga eft. itaqhc de *ill6 qutei-^ftdtiih 
eft, anfojjtt imtnortalis ejfe. Hoc quidem ideirtUm Tiibc, fi-^- 
terjles (/? corpori, propter hoc 'ilium nullo geheh pM ferirf, 
propter quod hoh^pefic: qubniain *t)alla immortaiitas, cum, 
jjxceptione'eft, iiec quicquam noxitnn itferho'w. *Bf, 5^8. 
Here we niay obferve'two Things, i, 'According to' the'^firfj^ 
ral Doctrine of the Stoics ^ the Soul, in the Cafe here ftrp^- 
jpos'di was to be deftroy'd and extinguifli'd within the *B<Siy^ 
2. ^^/r^ra declares, that it would efcape and depart but of St 
Body. Now the Queftion is. Whether, 'in the 0{)lni6n*dr 
Seneca, it was to con inue In Exiftence, or perifh ifitt 'its Sc> 
paration from the Body, *• If, fays Seneca^ it rcmams-aft^r 
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Spgakjng. of Pcath, he %s, ** But whither do 
*' you g(0 ? No where to your.Hurt5 You're- 
** turn ftqgi whence you came : Tor a friendly 
** Coafociation with your kindred Elements j 
** What there was of the Nature of Fire in your 
** Compofition retqrns to the Element of Fire ; 
•* Vhat of Earth, to Earth; what of Air, to 
f' Air; and of Water, ta W^ter. Ther? i« 
** neither Hetlj Aberon^ Co/yfus^ or Pyripbk'^ 
•* gethon.^* p. 392. I, vol. D. L. 

In' another PUce he lays, ** Tl^e Ho^^ of 
f* Death approaches. Do not eridcavQMr to ^- 

gravate, and make Things worfe than they 

really arp ; reprefent them in their true Light. 
*f Tte Tioie is now come, in which the I^ater 
*^ ri^ls of which you are compounded^ will be ra^ 
•• fihed into the Elements^ from which they were 
*' originally t{iien. What Hurt or caufe of Tcr- 
** ror is there in this ? Or what Is there in the 
^ World that s^bfolutely perifbes ?^* 1. 4, 7. % u 

A^in^ Death, feys he, is a Change, not of 
*• that which np^v is, info that which is not, 
^S but into foqaething yrhich at prefent is nqp. 
** Shall I then ceafe to be ? No, you will not 
•* ceafe fo be, but you will become fomething 
*' plfe, which >yill fcrye to keep up the Order 

ancj 

•* this, it muft be Immortal.'^ Now our Author himfelf 
contends, that Sfnica di4 no^ hjjd the {mn^ortality ^f the 
Soul; hen<^ I would conclude, that, accofdineto ];iim, it 
was not to fubfift ^ttv its DiSolntipQ frpfp the Body. 

And now, 9^g->li this, an? we to be told, that th^ Phi. 
lofophers were as mniform and cwftant in their ProfeiTions oa 
this Poi|«, a^ ^^ the I^ and foundeft Phriftians f As /or 
mym-f I fm p^t, J o^yjy, h '^ of 4?pmiating our holy 
Faith, as jto (uppbfe t^Sjt it had no VVdvantage oyer Fqganijm 
ift this Particular, that j(t did not jpake itsFpUpwers more 
cqnftant l^th in the Profeffion and Belief of a' fa^urp $cace^ 
than t^ beft and wiTeft of the andent Sages* 
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*^ and Harmony of the Univcrfe." L 3, Z4, 
Jrrian 9. 

Wc will go now to Antoninus. ** Whoever, 
Y' fays be, fears Death, either fears that he ihall be 

tf( 'X"* ^^^ Koti^oq Ti)v t;X^y fi| m avvii7<^iVf eti twtif» wct>A» 

©flwarof — ^T»CoXi)"~tf« f« t«< ^t^/ o»10* m( t« fAU of, «X\. 
fi( T9 nMv f<tD or* trxer^ w saof/^i ; tiK ta^, oM* ctX^o r$, a mu 9 

In the firft Paflage he declares that the Soul at Death would 
be refolved into the El^ipents, from which it was firft taken. 
Now this Refafion intp the Elements was ccnfi^er'd as ^ StatQ 
of mere Infenfibility, as will appear from fomePaflkges I 
am going to quote from Jntoninus^ and from feyeral TelH- 
snonies produced in the fifth Chapter. And indeed EfiSeius 
lumfelf confines us tp this Senfe. Kcu t» ^ettov $ r^ {uT^Xh aarox* 
l^xfffBui. 'Tis indeed the very Language often ufed by the Ph|r 
lofophers, when they would reprefent Death) as a State in 
which we have no real Intereft and Concern. 

In thefecondPalTage he afiferts two Things. i.M^n at Death 
^ere not to be annihilated and reduced to nothing. 2. That 
they would be changed and transformed into fome othe^ 
Beings; fuch as might beft ferve to advance and pro- 
mote the Order of the Univerfe. The firft will hardly be 
urged as of any Moment in the prefent Queftion. For tho^ 
the Subllan^ of the Soul and Body w^s not to be deflroyM^ 
yet this WQuld be the poorcft Argument that could be alledge4 

Jo prove, that the Man, the Per/on^ was to fubfifl in a future 
Itate of Rewards and Pnnilhments. Epicurus himfelf would 
have maintain'd the Firfl, and yet it will hardly be fufpede4 
(|)at he held the lag : 

' ' £t it jam noilro fentit de corporc, poflquam 
Diihada eft animi natura animaeque poteftas ; 
Nil tamen hoc ad nos, qui c€ttu conjugioque ' 
Corporis atque anims confiftimus uniter apti. 

* Lucretius. 

The fecond Point is not, I apprehend, more to the Purpofe; 
fox if Men were to be changed into other Beings; if thejr 
were to become fomething elfe, muft not tlieir Identity of 
courfe be deftrqy'd and loft? And is not this Principle deftruc- 
tive of a future State^ in the prpper and religious Senfe of 
^efe Words? '" - - ^ 
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^* deprircd of allSenie, or invcfted mth Scnfcs 
•* ,ot another kind. If you are deprived .erf" all 
Senfc, you will jio longer be fubjed to Pain 
and Mifery. If you are invcfted with Senfcs 
** of another kind, you will be transformed into 
another Creature, .and fo wijl contin^e in 
Being ';'* 8. 58. We are herp told tW Meq, 
if they fubfifl: after Death, are to be changed ^nd 
reduced into other Beings, and indeed he oftea 
Agnifies that the Alteration at Death would be 
iuch, as could .not poITibly aniwer any mond 
Purpofe and Defign. " I confift, fays he., of 
*' Soul and Body ; as neither of thefe was made 
^^ out of nothing, fo neither of them will be 
reduced to nothing. Every Part of me there- 
fore will by Change be reiblved into another^ 
and fo on in in^nitum. J qiyfelf and my 
•' Parents received our Being from fucji a.con- 
*' ftant Succeffion of Changes ast^is.** 5, 13. 
He does indeed often fay that bur Souls after 
Death would be difpofed of in fuch a Manner, 
that they might ferve for the Produdion of other 
Beings. The learned Gataker plainly underftood 
him in this Senfe. Habent aliquid Stoici dogmati 
Fythagorico affine, quod ex animarum materid 
quafi conflata et recofta novas procudi et producr 
natuunt} in lib- 4, 21. As to thefe fevcral 
Changes, the learned Emperor often informs us 
that we (hould receive no Prejudice or Hurt from 
them. But this, I apprehend, does not imply 
any mpral Pu^pofe and Defign, Lucretius hii^- 
lelf held. this very Dodrine. 

0n. 8, 58. 
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Ec nunc nil ad nos de nobis ahinet, ante 
' Qui fuimus. nee jam de illis nos adfitit aiigop, 
Quos ne materia noftra nova proferet aetas. 

; ; lliave added feveral Paffages to the fame Par- 
p6fc in the fifth Chap. ** You now have a fepa* 
*• rate and diftinft Exiftence \ but at Death you 
^* will vanilh into the whole or univerfal Subr 
^ ftance/^ 4, 13. 

' In another Place he fays, *• That a Philofophcr 
f* Ihould expeft Death with Calmncfs, as it was 
** only a Difiblution of the Elements of which 
^ each Animal was compounded. Now if the 
^* Elements themfclves receive no Prejudice by' 
conftantly changing into each other, why 
ihould any one fulpeft that the Diffolution 
^* and Change of them all will be attended with' 
f* any Difadvantage • ?*' 2, 17, And what was 
^his Change ? Why, *« Upoft Pcath ?^11 Things 

^* were 

irro» ycf ffUt^Acrfifiq re«^(«y «! a^v <rw>i*^iSii, « T^om ra fuy ri-. 

' However, as oar Author iniitls that the Philofqphers were' 
mnftrin and conflanc in the Profe&n and Belief of anodur 
life; as uniform and conftant as any the beft Cbriftians: 
And has even carried his Candour and Charity fo far, as to' 
bfdnd with the Names of Sceptics and sardem*!) li^Ft- 
piLS all who dare to difier from him on thisQoeflion 2 I 
will npw draw a few Teflimpnies from the Meditatiws of An* 
ianimts to this very Point " As to th^ Bufinefs of going 
** out of the World, there is nothing terrible in it, if therq 
*' he any Gods. Fq^ tbiy 'will not do you any Hurt,*^ 2, ii, 
$i quidem dii funt, inquiunt Stoici, nihil noins grave paft 
inortem fiiturum eft, nee enim malis nos implicabuntipti -non* 
i|4i* Si vero nulii fuot, m^ ^99 fot mortem futurifumus ipii ; 
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^* were to be refolved into their firft Principles I 
** Either the Elements of which you are com** 
^ pded will be fcattcr'd and difpcrs'd, oi they 
^^ will be changed ; what is folid will return to 
*^ Earth ^ what belong to the Air will joia 
*• that Element. And fo they «ro conveyed into 
^* the Body of the Univerfe/* lOt 7. Nqw ii 
the feveral P^rts of Man were to return to the 
main Body of the Univerfe, rnuft not he bimfclf 

^Uqne Uqc eiitiii ffq^itur, iiibil pod mortem paiTuros, cam 
^xiRi^ntium taatum fit pati. Dader in hoc. Again in 00^ 
Place he declares, ** That the Soul at Death will either be 
^ extinguilhMy or removed, and Cfanflatcd to feme other 
*• Place." 8, 25. — " Death, fays he, will either be a State 
<^ ^ Extk^iim Ar Rmovair c> ^3. '' The 3oul at Death 
** will eilhior be ea^tinguiib*d^ difpers'^* QT continued in Exr 
^f iftence.*' 11,3. *• Death will either utterly deftrojr our 
** Being, or convey us to another State.*' 7, $2. " If youar* 
^ ri?e in aaocher World, you will find Gods even there, 
^f But if you fink into nothing, yoiir wiit then be free froni 
•• ajl Evib," 3, 3. " Whcn^, feys the Emperor^ comes it 
f* that the Gods^ who have ordered moll Things fo excellent- 
*' ly, ftould iie|ie6k this Particular, and fufer chc moft vir^ 
^' tuous and d^ervsng Meo» to be ^xv^Ay exiinguiilbM hy 
** Death, without ever reftpring t\it%t Beings to them again V^' 
To this he replies, '* If this be io, you may pe certain it 1$ bed* 
f* otherwife the Gods would not have appointed it. For if it 
** had foeenreafoaaUe, it |¥ould have boEH poffibte. Bat from 
** its not being appointed, ii i( aAnaUy is not appoinud* yon 
*^ maybe<oertaioitwasnotiitAnd pro|w:r/* i;« ;. With what 
Diffidemf and Uncertainty 4oes the Emperpr her^ deliver 
himCblf on this Point f In what plain and exprefs Terms does 
he fpeak igainft k in the Railages cited in the Pagff abovpi 

Hoivefca-, our Aiithor a&ff s «s %\mt the LaxigM^^ of th$ 
Philoibphers on this Subjed was xhe ^ty fame 9s tJiat of the 
mpft orthodox and fincere Believ^rs^ But with what Sor( of 
Believers has t:his ftrange Man convers'di^ that he fin^s them^ 
ifhos icepieel and doijbtfd on this weiy imppitaot Arti<;le t 
Homeyer hie might hafre bettered tMs as long as he pl^d, 
ytfuM h^ jbot have excused, me from believing it too, and pqc 
have charged me with Sc eft icjsm and Infidblitt ibr 
^rdy ailbrting a pkin Pad, which is fu|>portcd by the diifog^ 
and concurrent Evidence pi all Aptit^uity. 
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return to the very State he was in before his Soul 
and Body were united ? And was not this fup- 
pokdto be a State of mere Infenfibility ? I find 
but little Difference between the Language of 
jlntoninus^ and that of an Epicurean in Minutius 
Felix. Homo et animal omne quod nafcitur, 
inipiratur, attoilitur, elementoroim utvoluntaria 
f[X>ncrecio eft : in qu£ rurfum homo, .et animal 
emne dividitur, folvitur, diifipatun ita in foa- 
tem refluunt, et in femet omnia revolvuntur. 
c. 5. I need not lay that I compare thefe two 
Podtrines together only fo far as they relate to 
the State of the Soul after it was relblved into 
the Elements, 

Strange Language from thefe eonftant^ thefd 
invariable Teachers of another Life t Innumerar 
h\t Fafiages might be produced to the &me Pur- 
^pofc, equally pertinent and ftrong with, thofe al- 
ready cited. To tranfcribe all the Declaration^ 
of the Stoics againft a future St^te would be to 
tranicribe all their Writings. As far as I can at 
prefent recollefl:, their Declarations againft it are 
more numerous than thofc for it. 

What now becomes of the conjlant and inva- 
riable Profeflion, fo. often repeated by the learned 
Author ? And no Wonder he fhould often repeat 
it; 'tis the very Ground and Foundation, on 
which he Jabours to creft his projedked Pemon- 
ftration. But as to this Ground and Foqpdatipn, 
as he has not yet eftablifhed it, fo we may be cer- 
tain that he never can cftablifli it. Antiquity 
plainly declares againft him 5 and, while the Te- 
flimonies above cited are allowed to be genuine 
and authentic, the Inference is plain and undeni- 
able, that the Ancients z»ere not fixed and fettle d^ 
cfinftant and. uniform in their Profeffions for an^ 

fitter Life. 

But 
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Bu| to proceed : Should we then allow Mr.' 
Jackfon that all the Tcftimonies, produced bf 
him, to fliew that the Philofophers did profefs the 
Dpftrineof a future State, are ftriftly and pro- 
perly tdthe Purpofe j Wliat would he gain by it ? 
All he could colleft from thence is, tliat thley 
fbmetimes declared for another Life, But then 
let It be rememberM that they feme times did lik^ 
wife declare agairift it. The real Faft therefore 
is, that they were very fickle arid unfteddy, very 
various and inconfiftent in their Profeflions, \ da 
not mean in their Opinions,, on this Head. This 
is a certain and undoubted Faft, but never men- 
tioned by the 'learned Mr. Jackfon. I am not 
indeed furprifed that he did not mention it : For, 
In whatever Light it is viewed, it will furnifh 
an unanfwerable Argument againft his own Hyi- 
pothefis. 

As to thefe various and contradiftory Ac* 
counts J they muft either be charged to Fickle- 
nels and Inconftancy of Opinion in the ancient 
Sages 5 or to the Praftjce of the double Doc- 
trine \ If the learned Author imputes them 
to the firft, he mufk allow that the Philofophprs 
were very wavering and unfettled, with regard to 
their Notions of another Life : He muft hold 
that they often rejefted, as well as that they often 
maintained this Doftrine ; in Ihort, he muft no' 
longer tell us. That they conjiantly and ityvariabl^ 

} When I fpeak pf tbi$ Prance, I would not bp nnderilood < 
to mean that every Pafrage, in which the Philofophers rejefi 
a future State, did really belong to the private Dofhine. AU^ 
I contend for is, that this was t\it general and common Cufiom. 
It will' be readily allo\^ed that there might be {omt particblar 
Exceptions to> or Deviations from it, as it never was vmti''': 
gined, thsit the Philofophers fih*-'(0'f conformed to Jt in th«* 
inoft aniform and exa^ Manner. '^ \ , 

' declared 
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4^krcd fpr it. And yet he u|id?T?ak?s to demen- 
0rati their Belief of a future State. But how 
g^n he do this, when his own Poftrin^ will oblige 
htm to acknowledge, th^t they had np fixed an4 
(ettled Principles in this particular i All }ie can 

S'retend tp demonftrgte, is, th^t they fpmetiimes 
,id believe it : But then, by the very lam? Ar-? 
guments, his Advqrfarie^ will be enabled to de-j 
monftrate, in their Turn, ^hat they foinetiniesi, 
(Jid not believe it. 

But perhaps he (nay have Recourfe to the dpu- 
t^e Podtrine, in order to clear the Philpfophpr^ 
frpq^ this .Charge. Here then ( defire tp know, 
whether the Paflages above citeid m^e part of 
the popular and external, or of the fecret and jn- 
terngl Podrine. He will undoubtedly give thetn 
to the fccond "" ; and yet this very Cpnceflion will 
of itfelf be fufficient and efiedual to overturn 
every thing he himlelf hg^ faid, with regard ta 
this Doftrine, 

The fecret Doftrine, he tells us, affe&s only 
the Circumftances, and not the Re^Jity of a fii- 
ture State ; it excludes the popular ^nd fabulous 
Account, but thep it goes no farther ; it (}pes 
not remove and difcard all future Rewards and 
Punifhments whatfoever. Now the prefent PaC- 
fages ftrike much deeper ; they reprefent Peath 
as the very E^nd and Extinftion of our Being i 
Ithey exclude eyery polflble Mode and Notion of 
future Rewards and Punifhments. As for the 
Pythagoreans^ fome of them, we fee, give us 
♦ the yery Dodrine of Epicurus \ and did E^cu-, 
rui rejed only ;he vulgar and poetic^ Accp^nt^ 

V *Ti8 allowed on all Haade, that the public Dodbine did 
incalcate future Rewards and Punifttroents } but it is evident 
tbat thcfe Paflaget eatdode jthem in tbe inoft clear and opeiji 
Manner* 

of 
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bf a future State ? Others do indeed talk of 1 
Migratiort of the Soul from one Body to Ano- 
ther ; but then it is a Migration merely phyficaU 
and without any moral Purpofe and Defign. Does 
hot AriftotU ftrike at the very Effence and Being 
of a future State, when he tells us, " that Death 
" is the ultimate Period of our Being ? '* And 
the Stoics furely exprefs themfelves in as full a 
Manner as any of the reft *. 

What 

* Mr. J , obferVes " there is a Distinct ion, which, had 
I attended to it as I ought, would have cleared up all tlie 
Inconfiflencies with which the PhDofopher.s have been 
charged. The Btotcs^ he fays, as well as Piatonifts and 
others, held a fenfiti<ve Soul of a diflind Nature from xht 
" intelligent Soul^ or Mind or Spirit. This inferior Soul they 
•* thought to be the only Subjcdl diPain and Pleafure, which 
'*. belonged to the animal Life. The Platonifij agreed witk 
** the Stoics ^ that this Soul was material and died with the 
** Body; but they both agreed that the fuperior Soul ot 
•• Mind exifted after Death." p 29. This DiftinSion niay in- 
deed ferye Mr. Jackfon^s Purpofe ; which is to cover him in 
his Retreat from a baffled Argument. But if be be ferious in 
recommending it to me« I mult tell him he underilands neither 
the Teftimohies produced by Mr. W, nor myfelf. Three ot 
four Inftances will be enough to (hew, that it falls quite fhort 
and wide of all he aims at. When Epi^etus fays that the Sool 
was to return to the Element from vdiich it came, and that 
therefote it would not go to Styxf Acheron, &c. is it not ne- 
ceilary to fuppofe that he fpeaks of the intelligent and rationa^ 
Soul ? For what but this was fuppofed to defcend to the in* 
fernal Regions i When Ariftotle faid that the Soul after Death 
Was no longer to reme}nhery reafon, or underftand, did he fpeak 
of the feniitive Soul only ? "I coniift, fays Antoninus ^ of 
" Matter and Form, or Body andSouL As neither of thefe 
** Parts was made out of nothing, fo neither of them will be 
.** annihilated or reduced to nothing. Every Part of me therc- 
" fore will by a Change be refolyed into another, and fo oti 
** in infinitum." 5.13. If eqtery Part of him was to be chang* 
ed and transformed into fome other Subltance, mufl hot this 
of Courfe include the rational and intelligent Soul as well as 
the feniitive ? Again 5 ** Pythagoras and Plato, (fays Piu- 
'* tarch) held the Soul to be- immortal i for that launchioa 
** out into the Soul of the Univerfe, it returns to its Parent and 
** Original. The Stoics fay that, on its leaving the Body. th« 

C 7 •• more' 
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' . What (hall we do then with thefe various and 
contradidory Accounts of the old Philofophers ? ' . 

If they are fuppofed to deliver their real Senti- 
ments in every Paffage, it will be impoffible to 
demonftrate their Belief of another Life. In this ] 

Cafe it is evident that they could have no fixed j 

jSLnd fettled Principle, with regard to this Article. \ 

If they are laid to praftife the double Doftrine, 
this will effeftually overthrow every thing Mr. 
' Jackfin has advanced on that Head. 

How unlucky, then, was our Author, when he 
fixed on thefe ProfeflTions, to prove that the Phi- 
lofophers believed another Life ! He pretends, in- 
deed, but we have confuted the Pretenfion, that 
they never varied in their Doftrine on this Point ; 
that they always taught a future State of Rewards 
and Punifliments. The Teflimonies abovemen- 
tioned dilprove this, and fo fully overthrow what 
he fondly calls his Demoniiration. 
; But; we have done more \ .we have ihewn that 
the very Principle, on which he builds, is entire- 
ly deftruAive of his own Scheme. He builds on 
the Profeflions of the ancient Sages : Now thefe, 
when taken in their full Extent, will either prove, 

'* more infirm fuffers the Lot of the Body. But the more vi- 
*' gorous endures to the Conflagration." Plut. de Pla. 4. 7. 
Mr. IV, quotes this PafTage to prove th^t the Soul^ according 
to the Stoics f was to perifti with the Body ^ as the Infirm or 
Ignorant neceiTarily includes the Bulk of Mankind. And 
what Soul was it, in thefe, which was to fuffer the Lot of the 
Body, but the fame which was to endure in the wife Man till 
the Conflagration ? the fame which Plato and Pythagoras 
held to be immortal. And was not this the rational and intel- 
ligent Soul ? When Mr. Jack/on brings the following Text 
againft the Equality of the Son, My Father is greater than I, 
he can laugh at his Adverfary's DiJlinHiony that J ejus fpokc 
this only of his human Nature: And yet lie expefts we fliould 
be ferious while he is playing the fame Game. For who ever 
held either of the Opinions, which, the PropofitionS; qualified 
t>/ theft l>iJHn3ie»j, are made to oppofe ? 

' . that 
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rthat they bad rio fixed and fettled Principles, • with 
regaid to another Life \ or, on Suppofition th^t 
they had fuch Principles, will (hew that the fccret 
and^ internal Doftrinc did really exclude all future 
Rewards and Puniflbments. , And if the fecret 
Dodbrine did really and adhjaily exclude all future 
.leewards and Punifbments, it will not fuffely bp 
denied that the Philpfophersthemfelvesdiddiibe.- 
lievc.them. 

Ag^n, as the Philofophcrs were t|ius various 
and inconfidcut in their Declarations on chjs 
Head.; this will fuirnifli Matter for another Ob- 
feiyaoon. If they firmly believed another Life, 
whence, let me afk, comes it, that they fo often 
.difclaim and difavow; it? What Motive could 
they have to deny it, contrary to the real Senfe 
and Convidion of their own Minds ? I would not 
fuggeft that they always fpoke their real Thoughts. 
I know very well that they held it lawful to lie, 
and deceive the People for the public Good. But 
this Principle could not operate in the prefent 
Cafe, As to the Notion of another Life, they 
deemed it to be of the utmoft Ufe and Importance 
to Society y. Why then, I afk once more, did 
tbey fo often declare againft it ? they muft do th^ 
contrary to the Senfe and Perfuafion of their own 
Minds ; they muft do it, without any View to 
the public Good ; they muft indeed do' it out of 
pure Wantonnefs, a Conduft, which one would 
not willmgly afcribe to, a fet of ferious and thinkr 

• '* 

7 Ptpgines Laeriius carries the Matter fo far» as to fay that 
Plato himfelf taught this Dodlrine chiefly for its Utility and 
Ufe. 1. iii. 5 79, 8o. • 

Ut aliqoa in viti formido improbis eflet pofita, apud Inferol 
cjufmodi quaedam illi antiqui fopplicia improbis confiitutA,^ 
ifiuirunt: qaod videlicet intelligebanty his renooiif, non efle 
mortem ipfampenimefcendam. CiaroOratAvJnCatf/in. . 
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tng Men ; in a Matter whkh themfelves Iield td 
be of the .utmoft Confcquence. And yet Mr. 
Jackfon muft afcribe it to them, if he ftiJJ infifts 
that they entertait)ed a firm and conftant Perfua* 
fion of another Life. 

But to conclude this Article : If this Matter is 
to be tried by the common Rules of Logic i if no 
new Laws or judging are to be eftablifhed in Mn 
Jackfonh Favour J thefe oppofite and contrary 
ProfeHions of the ancient §ages will be plain 
Proofs that they did not believe a future State. In 
this, I fiiy no more than what is contained in that 
general Rule, which the Critics give us, to fix and 
"determine the Meaning of Authors, when they 
fpeak varioufly on the fame Subjeft. ^uotiefcun^ 
que fcriptor quifpiam Ipquetur ex fententia &? coth 
faetudine vulgo rectpta^ w>n eft femper putundus' 
turn vulgo Jentire ; pr^efertiw ft pericuhfum/tt difi 
fenfttm ed in re tejiari \ auf uinhigu^e fint kcuti* 
tnes^ ac fi ab ea fententia aut ufitatis fermultS 
nliquando mMifefttrecedaty turn veto ex an i mi fen* 
tentia Icqui renfendus erit. Le Clerc, Jrs Criticdi 
vol. iii. p. 56. If this be a good Rule, the Vto^ 
fcffionsioF the Philofpphers againft a future Stare^ 
ViU be fttOTiger Prooft that Acy did not believe it, 
l&'an their Declarations on the tstlier 'SWe. will \yt 
Biat they did bcKeve it. The fifft indeed will be 
Sufficient to ftew that they did not believe iK 
For was not the Notion of a ftrturc State tfci 
common and cttabfiflied Do6trine? aod do tioi 
the Philofophers, in the Paflages above cited^ 
Itjeft and difclaim it f Now this Rule fays, that 
we are to look for a ftrift Declaration of theit 
1^ SenttmemS) whenever they l^k againfl: tht 
general and xeceived Opinions. So far therefera 
as we may judge by their ProfcffionSj we hav« 
Reafon to think that they did tiot hold this No-^ 
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Notion ; and yet, on the Strength of thefe very 
Profeilions, the learned Gentleman undertakes to 
demonfiratt that they did hold it. 

So much for his general Demonftration ; Let 
us now defcend to the particular Account of fu- 
ture Happinefs, which he gives us as really be- 
lieved by the ancient Sages. 



C H A P. II. 

T!he State of future Happinefs^ which Mr. 
Jackfon gives us as believed by the Pbilojb^ 
pbers. — T^kat it has no Relation to the pre^ 
fent Argument. — 7'hat this was the popular 
and external y not^ asbe fuppofes^ the jeer et 
and efoteric Notion of a future State. — That 
it was not really and aBually believed by 
the Pbilo/bpbers themfelves. 

WHAT then is the Doftrine of future Re- 
wards, which he gives us as really enter- 
tainea by the old Philofophers ? - Why, he tells 
OS, their Notion was, " That the Souls of vir- 
eiious *od godly Men, after Death, refided in 
fQiiie luminpus Orb, which was the ManGon 
of their Happinefs, and where they enjoyed the 
Society of celeftial Beings and other holy Per- 
fons who had lived on Earth ; and, by divine 
Knowledge, Faith, and Virtue, were united 
to and had Communion with God, and were 
blcfled with the Beatific Vifion of the divine 
Perfeftions/' Defence^ p. 8. 
This is indeed a very fine and pompous Account 
of a State of future Happinefs 5 but then let it be 

D xcniem- 
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remembered that this State of future Happinefe 
was to be enjoyed in Heaven ; that Heaven is af- 
fjgn'd as the Region of all this future Blifs and 
Glory : There needs no Pains to prove this j the 
learaed Author himfcif, I dare fay, will not deny 
it. He fpeaks of luminous Orbs^ celefiial Beings^ 
beatific Vifton. 

I will throw together a few Paflages of Anti- 
quity, which may ferve to give a more full and 
perfeft Account of this future State ; and at the 
fame time fhew that it is nothing to the Purpofe 
of our prefent Queftion. 

Cicero fpeaks much of this State •, but then he 
fpeaks of it as belonging only to Perfons of pecu- 
liar Excellence and Worth j to Men of fingular 
and uncommon Merit. He fpeaks *' of certain 
*' Seats in Heaven, which were affigndd all thofe, 
" who fhould greatly diftinguifh themfelves in 
*' the Service of their Country." Again, He 
gives it only to thofe, qui praftantibus ingeniis in 
vita humana divina Jtudia ccluerunt. And, in 
another Place, magnisi^ praftantibus viris *• Lu- 
can fpcaking of thefe Abodes, fays, 

Quodque patet terras inter lunasque meatus 
Smidei manes babiJanl^ quos ignea virtus 
Innocuos, vitae patientes jiEtheris imi 
Fecit,&. aeternosanimamcoUegitin ignes^ L.ix. 

To the Teftimonies of Cicero and Lucan, I will 
next add that of Jofephus. Titus, in a Speech to 
his Soldiers, (peaks of this future Happineis ; but 

'Omnibus qui patriam confervarint, adjuverint, aoxerint, 
certum effe in ccslo definitum locuniy ubi beati aevo fempi- 
terao fruantur. Somn, Scip. 3. 5. 7« 

*> Sapicntcs volunt fpatiuro, quod inter terram ct caslum eft, 
poffidere atiimas nohilium defun^orum, Inde. veram de Ai^ 
diifa, Acrii in camfh laftj, &c SM. in he. 

then 
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then he confines it to Heroes and Damons. 
** Who does not know (iays he) that the Souls 
** of thofe brave Men, who die in Battle, will 
** be raifed and exalted to the Regions of the 
*' pureft -flEchcr, and there be ftationed amongfl: 
** the Stars ? and that they themfeivcs will be- 
** Come Heroes iand Demons ^ ?** 

Seneca too mentions this future Happinefe, ; but 
then he mentions it in fuch a Manner as plainly 
fhews that he thought it peculiar to the Souls 
abovemcntioned. Speaking of one, whom he 
fuppofes to be raifed and advanced to this very 
State, he fays, ad excelfa fublatus, inter felices 
currit animas^ acciptque ilium aetus fiicery Scipiones 
Catonefjue ^. — Parens tuus^ Martia^ illic nepotem 
fuufn^ quanquam illic omnibus omne cognatum eft^ 
npplicat ftbi^ nova luce gaudentem^ 6f vicinorum 
fyderum meatus docet. I faid that he confined 
thefe Regions to the Souls abovementioned ; and 
this is evident from the Scifio^s and the Cato^s^ to 
whom he here gives it j it is evident too from the 
Confeffion of Lipftus himfelf, who fays, Cordum 
loquentem inducit mortuum^ 6? inter Heroas *. 

Once more; Cicero^ in his firft Tufculan^ is 
very exprefs for this Diftindtion: He tells us, 
•' That thtCafciy or old Inhabitants' of //tf/)^, did 
•* not conceive Death to be a State of mere Ex- 
*' tincSion ; they fuppofed it to be a Change or 
** Migration from one Life to another. They 
** thought that Perfons of great and eminent 
*' Salifications would be raifed and exalted 

* Ti? yao ex o»3^ rnv aya^ai9 av^^c/f ori rat^ fM* n vetoa" 
tain -4/v;(;«?, ai^n^v aa^xafv Obiroyw^uo-a^ To KoJ^aMTar'iy r^^^i^v 

y*9nu t^oK txyofoii sp^Ayi^Gy|»(. De JBfiUo Jod. 1. vi !• 
^ Ad Marcianiy cap. ult. 
fPby&)l. Stoicorum, l.iii. Differ. II. 

D 2 *' into 
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/• into Heaven ; while all the reft were left to 
•' grovel in thcfe lower Regions." Amongft 
thofe to be thus exalted, he reckons Romulus^ 
Hercules^ Bacchus^ the Sons of Tyndarus ^ (^c. — 
We here again fee that thefe Manfions of Blift 
and Immortality in Heaven were given only to 
Perfons of illuftrious and uncommon Worth : 
The Lift of Worthies juft recited, proves this 
beyond all Exception. As for the reft of Man- 
kind, /. e, the Pulk of the Species, they wer« 
to be excluded hence, and confined to the World 
below. 

*Tis evident that thefe Paflages relate to a 
State of future Happinefs in Heaven^ but tbeo 
'tis equally evident that they do not include the 
Souls of good Men in general i that they, con- 
fine thefe Seats of Bliis and Glory to a few choice 
and kkA Spirits i to fuch as had diftinguifhed 
themfelves by their public Services, or fom^ 
way greatly contributed to the Advantages «f 
human Life. To thofe, according to Cicero^ 
qui patriam eonfervarinl, auxerint^ adjuverint^ 
to- RofJklus^ Hercules^ and other Worthies of 
the fame Oafs. Lucan^ fpeaking of thefe Seats^ 
fays, Semidei manes habitant % Jofepbus declarer 
in very exprels and dired Terms, that thefe 
Regions were inhabited by Damons and //r^ 

Htaque aomn SJiid erat iniitoa prifcis illis^ q«osGz/^ 
appellat Ennius, ciTe in morte fenfum, neque excdTu vitas fip 

deleri hojmiBcm, ut fundicus interiret. Mortem non interi* 

tarn ciTe omnia toDcntein atque dclentem, fed q«amdan» quail 
migrationem Gommatationemque vitae : quae in claris viru ^ 
Jmminis ^x in emlmmfokrit ifiy $m catiris huwn retinerttur, ^ 
firmaneret tamm. £jc hoc & noftroram opinione Romulus im 
$ah cum Dii ^it irtfom^'^Si apod Gcaecos, iadeque perlapfu^ 
ad no8» k ofque ad Oceanum, HereuUs tantus k tarn praefena 
habetur deus. Hinc Liber deus, Semele nacus, eademque hxa^ 
cdetNriote TjniaridaJrMtrts^ i^c. Ti^c. i. xz* 
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roes. And, I prefume, we need not remark, 
that the Bulk of good Men^ that virtuous and 
godly Souls in general are not to be ranked 
amongft thcfe. 

All I aim to prove, is, that the State of Hap- 

, pinefs, here dcfcribed, was not to be ftiared by 

good Men in common ; that it was conBned to 

Souls of extraordinary and uncommon Worth. 

And if this be fo, what becomes of Mr. Jack" 

fon^s Argument ? When the Author of the Divine 

Legation affirms, that the Philofophers difbclieved 

a State of future 'Happinefs, he means fuch a 

State as was to include the Body of good Men; in 

which every virtuous and righteous Man was to 

be rewarded. The Queftion then is, whether the 

Philofophers held a future State of Rewards for 

good Men in general \ and the learned Writer 

decides upon it, by fending us to a State that be- 

' longs only to the very Flower of this Order ^ The 

Point is, whether all good Men were to be 

happy ; and he, to fupport the Affirmative, refers 

us to a State, that was not to be the Portion of 

£ood Men in common s but only of a fmall and fe^ 

ka Number «• 

adly, He very gravely affirms, that this was 
the fecret and efoteric Notion, in refpeft to fu- 
ture 

B As this is a Point of great Moment in the prefent Coii- 
troveify, the Reader will noc be difpleafed with thefe further 
Authorities. 

An fortes animae dignataque nomina cxlo, 
Corporibus refolata fuis, terraeque remifla 
Hoc migrant ex orbe, fuamque habitantia caelum 
jfithcreos vivunt annos, mundoque fruuntur ? 
Ataae hie iEaddas, hicet veneramur Atridas^ 
Tyaidemquc ferum, terraeque marifque triumphis 

Naturae viftorexn Ithacum 

Ql^ique animi vires, et ilri^s ponderp mentes 

D 3 Prudcntcs 
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ture Happinefs. He may, if he pleafes, believe 
this ; but why Ihould he be" fo unreafonable, as to 
exped that his Readers fhould believe it too ? 

Plato fays, *^ That Rewards ought to be' 
*' decreed to all who behave well in War ; 
*' that thofe, who die in the Service of their 
" Country, Ihould be treated with particular 

Prudcntes habocre virl, qoibus omnis in ipfis 
Cf nfus erat, juftufque Solon fortifque Lycurgus, 
iEthereufque Platon, ct qui fabricaverat ilium, 
Damnatnique fuas melius damnavit Athenas. 

Mani/iust 1. li. 
Sealiger in a Note on the Place fays, Non decaftris, aot 
bello, aot iimilibas ftrmo, fed tantum de viris firtijimis, et 
iUis qui aitguo i^riytis nomint claruerunt, 

Seneca too mentions this Afcent into Heaven ; but then he 
mentions it as a Privilege which belonged to Men of fingular 
and uncommon Virtue. 

Nunquam Stygias fcrtur ad umbras 

Jndyta virtus. Fivefe, fartes^ 

Vos Le<hsos faeva per amnes 

Kec fata trahent -. Sed cum fommas 

Exiget horas confumta dies. 

Iter ad (uperos gloria pandet. Hercules Oetaus. 

One may obf^^rve that the State of Happinefs in Elyfium 
Was not, as Mr. j , would perfuade us, a mere Metaphor and 
Allegory invented only to reprefent a State of Happinefs in 
Hea<ven. On this Suppofition, the two States mud have been 
defjgned for the fame Perfons : Whereas it appears that the 
firO was afligned to the Body of good Men in common j that 
the laft was confined to Men of extraordinary and uncommon 
Virtue. 

The main Ufe I would make of thefe Teftimonics Ls to 
ihew, that this State of Happinefs in Heaven was peculiar 
and confined to Men of great and uncommon Attainments. ' 

When I fay this, I only mean that it is generally reprefentcd 
in this^ light; I readily own that it is fometimes reprefentcd 
in another : And this could fcarce be otherwife. Where a 
Juperior Virtue was fpoken of, or recommended, the peculiar ii 

Rewards of it would be diftin&ly infifted on. ' And where 
Virtue only in general^ it was yet natural to encourage it by 
the Mention oF the higheft Rewards that attended it, tho* 
thofe in truth belonged onXy to the highefl Virtue. 

" Marks 
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," M^rl^s of Honour and Refpecl ; that, ^fter 
'* Death, they Ihould be confidcred as Daemons 
** and Demi-Gods ; as Guardians of Mankind, 
** who were to fuperintend and prefide over this 
*' lower World." And he afterwards fubjoins, 
•• That every one, who arrived at any exalted 
•* and uncommon Pitch of Virtue, fhould be in- 
" titled to the fame Honour \" 

He here tells us, that brave Men, and, indeed, 
all Men of Angular Worth and Merit were to be 
raifed and ere6ted into Daemons : there can then 
be no Queftion but that he here fpeaks of the 
State of future Happinefs in Heaven. But does 
he deliver this as a private and efoteric Doftrine ? 
The very End and Purpofe of his Writing will 
not fufFer us to believe this. His Defign was to 
make Men ufeful Members of Society ; to fpur 
and incite them to Adis of Heroifm and uncom- 
mon Virtue. And how could his Doftrine be fup- 
pofed to do this, unlefs it was taught and preach- 
ed up to the World at large ? And if it was 
taught and preached up to the World at large, 
the Inference is certainly juft, that it was a pub- 
lic, and not a private Doftrine. 

\ 

Xtf-a. A^A a ^sia-ofAs^ot Her* 9^0; j swet^av nvsq t» to*st« yivti 

Ea-B^Kcii, aXt^iftazoi, ^vXccxif ^As^oiruf oo^fuwit, 

'BTtiffOfAt^ac ftE» ow, iictw^of/.siioi apa, m ©ew, arajj ^^n ts? S'ai/xo- 
Hti^ Ti xett ^na^ T*0£va» xah Ttyt ^tx^opu, ^rca ncti ravrri Sijcro/^sy 
15 ai»g|i)yijTa». t* ^ tt /i^csX^o^ev ; jta*To» Xoiirov ^1} p^ovof^ «; ^»- 
liovuVf HTu ^s^xTTsvaofAif Ts xat 'mfoax,vyria'o{jiBv avruv rocq ^rtxu^, 
ravra, ^i ra^vrn yoyumytAV^ orav Tt? yt,^CL >} Tiv» a^^ft; Tpo-Trw riXst;- 
*r%eni ruf ocroh »v haffponui sv ru ^lu aya^o} x^»6a;j». Dc 

Rc|). 1. 5. 
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This too appears from the following Paffagc of 
Cicero, *' It may be eafily underftood, that the 
Reafbn, why moft Cities profecuted the. Me* 
mory of their valiant Men with divine Ho- 
nours, was to fpur up their Citizens to Virtue, 
that every the moft deferving of them might 
encounter Dangers with the greater Willing- 
nefs for the Sake of his Country. This was 
the very Inducement the Athenians had to 
deify Ere£Iheus and his Daughters \** 
. We are here told of the Confecration of dead 
Men, and the Reafon of it. And does not this 
very Reafon neceflarily fugged that this muft 
have been a public Notion ? For what Impref* 
lion could it be fuppofed to make on the Body of 
the People ? how could it be fuppofed to worl^ 
them up to gallant and heroic Aiftions, if, like 
iht fecret DoBrines of the Schools, it was all the 
time abfolutely unknown to them ? 

One would imagine the very Defcrlptions of 
this State might fufHce to Ihew, that this was 
really a popular and external Doftrine, When 
we hear of the Entertainments^ FeaJiSy and Mar-f 
riages of the Gods, is it poffible to help conclud- 
ing that thefe Stories were invented in order to 
lay hold of the grofs Imaginations of the Peo- 
ple ? Are not thefe Accounts as much fuited tQ 
the Tatte and ReJifh of the Vulgar, as any that 
are given us of Elyfium itfelf ? ^ 

Laftly, we find that the Body of the People 
was really and adually poffcfs'd of this very Doc- 

' Divine Legation^ vol. i. p. g^f. Atqae adeo in pIcrifqUc 
civitatibus Jnteiiigi poteil, acutnd^e njlrtutis gratia^ quo Kben- 
lius reipublics? caqfa periculum adiret optimtisquifque^ vir6- 
rum fortium memoriam honore Deorum immortalium confe- 
cratam: ob earn enim ipfam caufam Eredheus Athenis filiae* 
que ejus in, numero Deoriim font. iVia/. T>eQr. 1. iii. 1 9. 

trine. 
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trine. Cicero himfelf gives this Account of the 
Cafci^ or the rude and barbarous Inhabitants of 
old Italy. ** They did not, it feems, confider 
•• Death as the End and Deftruftion of their Be- 
^' ing, but as a Change and Migration to ano^ 
*• thcr Life. They thought that Men of great 
'** and fingular Qualifications, that Perfohs fa- 
** mous and excellent in their Generations, would 
*' be railed and exalted into Heaven ; while all 
the reft were left to grovel in the World be- 
low.*' But now is not this here reprefented 
^s a popular and common Notion ? We are told 
that the very loweft of the People were actually 
in Pfeffeflion of it. Now if this be true, as it 
certaiilly is, what poffible Ground can there b6 
for what the learned Writer io often repeats and 
aflh-ts^ viz. that this wks a fecret and bidden 
Doftrine, imparted by the Philofophers to their 
Diiciples only, and carefully condealed from the 
Body of the People ^ ? 

^ Mr. Jackfin quotes the Pafikge from Cicer$^ wliich I re- 
fer to in this Paragragh, and then a(ks, *' What fays oor 
" Critic to this ? By a peculiar Acutenefs of Genius and £x« 
' tent of Learning, he has difcover'd that thofe C«/a, oran- 
* cient Sages of Enntus, and whom Cicera makes to be of 
the Jbighefi Order and Dignity, and of the greateft Genius,. 
' loere m ether than tbi tud$ and harhareus Inhabitants of 
oldltahf, TheCASCiy which is a mere Noun Adjective 
in Eaniujt and an old Sahin^ Word, which figni£?,'s an* 
tient ; our Critics took to be .the Name of a People who 
lived fomewhere, they know not where, in Itafy^ whom 
they call the Ca/ci, They were not, it feems, polite and 
learned enongl) to be Infidels, who did not believe a fu- 
ture&tate^ and therefore our Critic calls them ritde and 
harbar0ts^ Put Cicero fpeaks of them as thofe whofe Opi- 
nions were of the beft Authority and higheft Regard ; 
^f MenofDignityandtfai(greateilUnder{laiiding.**p. {I, ^2. 
Here our Gentleman aflumes an aukward Air of Gaiety, 
u^ ^^^ ^t Mirth and Drollery. Optat ephippia bos. — ** The 



gdly^.Let us- now fee whether the Philofbphcrs 
believed any thing of this State of future HappU 
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Cafcff ivhich is a mere Noun Adje^ive in Etmitts^ and an 
*' old Sabine Word, which lignifies ancient^ ^our Critics took 
** to be the Name of a People who lived fome^where, they 
** know not where, in' ir^." We Tee by this he docs not & 
much as know the commoneft and moft natural Accidents 
in Language ; that the Epithets of Men, Things, and Peo- 
ple, perpetually become the Jppellatitves, Did not Ancients 
in Englijh fome time ago lignify ,the Governors of a Society ? 
Did not Sapientes in Latin fignify Philofophers, and 0» «-4Wi 
\^G>eek the People? Was not kvro^ovi^ at fir ft an Epithet^ 
and yet did it nor afterwards become an Appellative F 

And now the Reader {ees^ why our Critics^ (as he calls me* 
— nos numerus famus) took Ca/ci to he the Name of a Peopli^ 
The Name of a People quoth a I had I taken them for Het^e* 
hogs, it would have given this formidable Man of Letters a 
proper Occafion to have cxpofed my Millake from Cicero, 
who, he fays, makes them to be of the higbeft' Order and Dig-^ 
nity. But pray, what did St. J^rom take Cafci to mean when 
he fays, Rudes illi Italiae homines^ (j^ups Cafcos £nniusa^« 
fellat, Epiji. xVn. ad Niceam. 

Our Critics too, I make no doubt, had they fdund the 
Words AvT'%^oviu where the Athenians were fpoken of, 
would have called that likewife, the Name of a People. The 
whole of the Matter is this. The Latins were divided ipto 
two Races ; thofe before the Building of Rome^ and thofe after ;^ 
The firft were called Prifci Latini : This being their diftin- 
guifhing Epithet was made their Appellatifue, yoSt as At;rb%- 
Oowj was to the Athenians: There were other »/(/ People befides 
the Latins, and there were fuppofcd to be other Aborigenes 
befides the Athenians, 

Were I to fpeak of the ancient PtCTi as a People, I 
make no doubt, this great Critic would come over me and 
fay, '* The Pi^i which is a mere Noun AdjeSHve in Clau^ 
•* dian, — ^irtcaluit Pi6lorum fanguineThule, and an old jLa- 

tift Word which fignifies painted, our Critics took to be 

the Nan:e of a People, who lived fomewhere, they know 
*' not where, in Britain, whom they call the i^/^i."— And 
then, to fnew his Learning, we (tiould have him quote in 
a Note, from the laft Dictionary —quod pigmentis corpora 
ornabant. Bede. 

So much for the Tranflation. But my great Offence i.% 
that I have not fpoken of thefe Men with the Reverence an4 

HiXtem, 



ft 



[51] 

ncfs. That we may be the better able to judge 
of this, let us attend to their own Account of it. 
They give it only to Perfons of illuftrious and 

fignal 

Ei^eem, which their high Merit and Excellence reqaires : 
that I have not reprefenced them as a learned and peMte Fco- 

' pie ; as a fet of Men of the befi Authority, and the greatefi 
TJnderftandifig, , < 

And is it indeed true, that Controverfy has fo depraved his 
cwn, that he could not fee, St. Jerom, fpeaking of theiie 
Cafci, (for now I fuppofe the Ca/ci, for the future may go 
Toll-free from Critidfm) delivered not only his envn, but Ci- 
cero^s Opinion of them, in the following Faflages-*— — iR^^/ 
illi Italias homines, quos Cascos appdlst Ennius, qui fibu 
ut in Rhetoricis Cicero ait, RITtT FEUINO VICTUm <^iB- 
REBANT, ante chartae et membrananim ufum, aut in dedo- 

' latis e ligno codicillts, aut in corticibus arborum mutno Epi- 

ilolarum alloquia muffitabant. Quanto magis igitur nos, 

exfolito jam artihus mundo, id non debemus omittere, quod 
illi iibi prasfliterunt, apud quos erat crudarufticitas, et ^ hm^ 
manitatem quodam modo nefciebant. EpiCxlii. 

Cicero himfelf fpeaks of them in the following Term). 
Sed qui nondum ea, quae multispofl annis traffari ccefijfent^fhy* 

Jfca didiciiTent tantum fibi perfuaferant, quantum naturd ad" 

« monente, cognoverant : rationes et caufas rerum nontenebant$ 
viiis quibufdam faepe movebancur, hifque maxime nodlurnis^ 
ut viderentur iiy qui tvitd excejferant, wvere. I Tufc xiii. 

Such were Mr. JackforC^ *venerahle Sages j bis learned and 
folite People ; Men of the greatefi Genius, and mofi confummdtt 
Underjlandings ! Bat Cicero calls them, AltiJJimis ingeniis pra* 
diti. And fo he might do, had Mr. J. underdood any thing 
pf the Genius of that great Man or his Writings, without 
any Neceffity of making a Rabble of Barbarians comnlsnce 
Mailers of Arts, as if they had juft come from School at 
Athens, The Truth of the Matter is fim ply this: Cicero i% 
here upon proving the DoArine of a future State from the 
general Confent and Belief of all Nations. And as is his 
way, in all Points, whether of Religion or Politics, hk Love 
of his Country difpofed him to in£ft much upon the Opinion 
of his owii Roman Anceftors. Which on fuch Occafions he 
t^Us us, more than once, he efleems of the bell Anthority. 
And to do this with the better Grace, he always introduces 
theni with the higheft Encomium. But is this to be taken 
ftridUy according to the Letter ? Let Mr. J, read over.ag4in 

iht Pailages quoted above^ and^ if it be pofEble, undeceive 

himfelf. 



fignal Worth ; they talk much of the S9ciety and 
Jffembly of the Gods. And who» pray, ^fter all, 
were thcfc Gods ? Why, certain Sons of Men, 

who, 

htmfdf. For lie csiii bardly hope any longer to deceive Uie 

Reader. 

Bat oar Critic is fo totally ignorant of this great Man's 

Charadlefy that he reprefents him as a poor narrow Bigots 
founding a Dofbrine of fo great Importance on the Authority 
«f his barbarous Anceflors ; without daring to depart a Tit- 
tle from their Principles, or dart any thing out of the Road 
ftnd Train of popular thinking* And yet there is no Writer 
Ifl Antiquity y whom this Character lefs fuits. How great 
A Regard foever he may fometimes prolefs for fome particular 
Men, yet he often declares that, in our Enquiries, we fhould 
be determined only by the Force and Weight of Reafon ; 
-blamo the Followers oi Pytbagnras for their iffe dixit, or 
imt>licit Belief in then* Matter ; noo enim tam auclores in dif- 

Ciando, qoam rationis momenta qaserenda funt— -— nee pro- 
rt foleo id qood de Pythagoricis accepimus, quos ferunt, 
fi quid affirmarent in difputafl^, cum ex iis quaereretur quare 
ha effet, refpoadere folitos, Ipie dixit De N. Dear. 1. ii. 
* l6 it likely then that one in this way of thinking, woukl 
ht infhienced by the Authority of Men, who rationes et re- 
tnm cauias non tenebant i vi(is qoibufdam faepe movebantur, 
ihilque maxiroe no6lurnis, ut viderentur hi, qui vita exceiTe- 
ram iriveie. 

There is a Pafiage in the Ttm^eus of PUuo very nearly 
allied to this of Cicero $ one may indeed fafely affirm, that 
41i<!kfo copies from it. As to the popular Gods, Piato tells us, 
that we are to believe what the ancient Mythologifls taught 
concerning thejn i We muft, fays he, believe thofe who have 
'** related thefe things before us ; who were Sons of the Gods, 
** and well acquainted with the AHairs of their Parents. We 
•• cannot therefore dilbelieve the Sons of the Gods, tho' they 
^' fpeak without probable and clear Proofs, as they only re- 
** port things with which they are well acquainted. We 
^^ muft then believe them in Compliance with the Laws.'* Ed. 
'^itin, p. ^30. Cicero, in the Place we are here examining, 
Cpeaks much to the fame Purpofe. Autoribus quidero ad 
iftam fententiam— -nti poifumus optimise— -et primum qui- 
9dem omni antiquitate ; quae quo propius aberat ab ortu et .di- 
vina progenie, hoc melius ea fbrtaile, quse erant vera, cerne- 
bat. c. xii. ijl Tufc, Now will any one fay that P/ato, in the 
i^lTage jail re-cited, fpeaks his real Sentiments ? Eu/ebius aiTures 

us. 
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who, for their eminent Services to their Fellow- 
Creatures, were faid to be ereded into a kind of 
Deities. Plato tells us, " That they were to 
«* become Daemons •, that they were to receive 
** divine Honours; and exercife a Providence 
.** over this lower World.'' OV^r^ too, in ^ 
Fragment of his preferved by St. Ji^/«, infifts 
much on the Divinity of Romulmj and brings a 
particular Argunieac to mainJ:ain and defend it ^ 

And 



OB, that he all the Time laoghs at the popular Theolpgjr, 
which he would feem to recommend. Prop, Evang- 1. xiii. 
c. I . Bat now if Plato was not in earned, why £ould we 
think that Cicero was ? Does he not repeat and infift upon 
ntich the fame Arganient with Plato? ^nd what was it in 
-either snore than a mere Cempliment to their Anceilors f 
Befides j what is the grand Point in this Argunient aiTerted 
by the Author of the D, L. ? Why, that the Philofophers did 
not believe a future State, But what Philofophers does he 
mean ? Only thofe who had entertained and imbibed the Pnn- 
ciples of the Gnek Philofophy ; it is to the Influence of theie 
Principles, that he imputes the Difbelief of this Do^rine. 
But had thefe principles got any Footing in Italy ^ during the 
Time Cicero here mentions ? 

I (hall juft take Notice, in Concluiion, of a ''etry grofs 
and flagrant Mtfreprefentation. Mr. J, had produced this 
Paflage from the firft ^ufculan co ihew that the Philofophers 
believed a future State, and he would infinuate, that what I 
have obferved in this Chapter, was defigned as a proper and 
dire6i Anfwer to this Citation. (Having repeated thePafiage* 
•« What, adds he, fitye our Critic to this?'') But all, except 
thi^ bediiamed CWtroverfiali^, nuy fee that I am here proving 
a very different Thing, w«. That this State of Happinefs 
in Heaven was a publick and open Doftrine ? If he faw it 
too, why did he not attempt to anfwer that ? Why did he fo 
^udioufly pervert my Argument before he ventured to anfwer 
it I Does he think to plead Prefcription j and that his old and 
conftant Pradtice will iuftify all his Arts of Controverfy, or 
ferve to recommend them to the Ufe or Approbation of any 
one Man in the World befides himfelf ? 

^ Magis eft in Romulo admirandum, quod caeteri, qui Dii ek 
liominibus fa^li effe dicuntur, minus eruditis hominum faecoKa 
fiierunt^ ut fingendi proclivior cfTet ratio, cum imperiti facile 

• * ad 



C54] 

And when he defigncd to confccrate his Daugh- 
ter, he fpeaks in this Manner, " That as thfc 
•* Wifdom of the Ancients had confccrated and 
** deified many excclJent Perfons of both Sexe^, 
•• whofe Temples were then remaining, the Prtt- 
** geny of Caamus^ oi Amphitryon^ of Tyndarus\ 
*• fo he would perform the fame Honour to 7«A 
*' lia^ who, it any Creature ever dcfervcd if, 
*« was of all the moft worthy of it : I will do it* 
«' therefore, fays he, and confecratc thee, thou 
** beft and moft learned of Women, now admits 
" ted into the Affembly of the Gods^ to the Re- 
** gard and Veneration of all Mortals »/' Thcfe 
learned Ancients fpeak of the State of Happinefs 
in Heaven ; and what do they fay of it ? Why, 
a few excellent Perfons are to be admitted to the 
Society and Ajfemhly of the Gods. But then did 
the Philofophers themfelves believe any thing of 
this Society and AJfembly of the Gods^ of which 
they have faid fo much ? The very elegant and 
polite Writer of the Hijtory of the Life of Cicero 
lays, '* But it was not Cicero*^ real thought, 
*' after all, to exalt his Daughter into a Deity ; 
*« he knew it to be abfurd, as he often declares^ 
*' to pay divine Honours to dead Mortals ; and 
*« tells us how their very Publicans had decided 
^' that Queftion in Bceotia ; for when the Lands 
** of the immortal Gods were excepted out of theit 
•' Leafe, by the Law of the Cenfors^ they de- 
** nied, that any one could be deemed an immortal 
^< God^ who had once been a Man -, and fo made 
•« the Lands of Amphiaraus and Trophonius p(y^ 

ad credeDdum impellerentar. Romi^ aatem aetatem minus 
his fexcentis jam inveteratis Literis, atqae Dodrinis, omnique 
illoantiquo ex inculta hominum vica errore fublato fuifie cerni- 
mas. he Cint, Dei, 1. xxii. 6. 
^ Hifiory of tixe Life of ilf. TuUius Cicero, vol. ii. p. 189. 
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«* the fame Taxes with the reft. Yet ift a political 
** View he fometimqs recommends theWorftiip 
•* of thofe Sons of Men, whom their eminent 
*• Services to Mankind had advanced to the 
** Rank of inferior Gods **/* Sigonius declares the 
fame ; whofe Words are fo very much to our 
Purpofe, that I cannot forbear inferring them, 
'* I do not know (fays he) but thofe learned Men 
** are in the right, who think that fcveral excel- 
•« lent and brave Perfons have been confecrated 
*' and deified, in order to incite Men to Afts of 
** Heroifni, and that they may encounter Dan- 
" gers with more Readinefs in the Service of 
** their Country/* And he adds, " That fe- 
*' veral Perfons were confecrated in Old Greece 
*' with this very View°/* And however this 
falfe Cicero may fail in other Points, there can 
be no Queftion, but that he here copies the true 
and real Sentiments of Cicero himfelf ; who, in 
one of the Paflages above cited, declares, that 
thefe Deifications were made, acucnd^ virtutis 
gratia^ quo libentius reipublic^e caufa periculum 
adiret optimus quifque. 

The Sum then of our Argtament is this : The 
Philofophers mention a State of future Happinefe 
in Heaven ; they fay, that fome few excellent 
Perfons fliall be admitted into the Society andJf- 
fembly of the Gods. But then this Society and Jf- 

ttlbid. p. 190. 

o Acqae haud .Ccio an redle fenferint viri dofiifTimi, qaorum 
ca fijit opinio, viros claros l^ fortes idcirco deorum immortalium 
honore confecratos^ utincicaretur virtus acrius, ^acuerenrur ve- 
heroentlus ad obeufida peritula, qui patriae amore ftudioque 
tenebantur.— Quodoptime agnovit & diutiffime retinuic om- 
nium iiterarum prasclara cuilos Sc ahrixGraeca, quae multos 
habct v'urtutis gratia fa^s ex hominibus Deos, quorum alios 
fatentur novbs; alios multis jam- faeculis recepcos in co^luna* 
conftcratofquecontendant. DeCon/olatione. 

y femhiy 
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fembly of the Godj was all a pure Fable and Fic- 
tion of their own. As therefore they believed 
nothing of the Society and JJJhmbly into wl)ich 
thefe excellent Perfons were to be admitted, *tis 
impoflible that they (hould believe any thing of 
the Mmijfion itfelf. 

Again ; it is remarkable, the learned Gentle- 
man every where albws that the Stories of the 
Elyfian Fields were confidered as mere Fic- 
tions } and here I cannot for the Life of me conr 
ceive, what it is which induces him to think that 
the State of future Happinefs in Heaven was not 
viewed in the very fame Light. For, let mc 
?Sk him, whence does he conclude that the Philok 
fophers believed nothing of Elyfium / Is it he- 
caufe it made part of the popular and external 
Dodrine ? Bec^ufe 'tis fometime& mentioned as 
an Engine of Policy, contrived only for. the Sake 
of Government ? And does he think we will not 
fay the fame for the State of future Happinefe in 
Heaven ? Have we not indeed proved from 
Hiftory and real Faft, that this was the very 
Cafe of the laft Dodrinc ? — But, perhaps, he 
may infer their Difbelief of Elyjium from an- 
other Circumjftance J from the Fables and Hi- 
ftories with which it is intermixed, and which, 
'tis notorious and allowed on all hands, were 
not believed by the Philofophers themfelve$. 
For as to the Judges of HeUy the Society and 
AJfembly of the Gods in the infernal Regions v^ 
thefe were confidered by all Men of Scnfe as 
merely political, as invented only to keep the 
People in Order. But, pray, now docs not 
this very Reafon equally conclude againft their 
Belief of the State of future Happinefs in 
Jicaven ? The Society and Affemhly of the Gods\ 

their 
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that Banquets^ Entertainments'^^ and Marriages^ 

Are the principal Circumftances we find recorded 

of this State. But .were not thefe as grofs and 

tank , Fables, as any that were feigned of the 

-Elyfian Fields ? With regard then to the Philofo- 

phers, we have proved their Dilbelief of this State 

of Happinefs in Heaven, on the very fame 

Principles, and in the very fame Manner 'tis 

tifual to prove their Difbelicf of Elyfium: Which 

^tiie learned Writer, I am perfuaded, had faved 

us the Trouble of doing, had he not been un- 

•luckily mifled.by the Ambiguity of Terms, Ely- 

ftum^ in whatever Senfe you take it, is confeffed- 

Jy a fabulous and imaginary Place. But Hea:- 

^etiy in the Chriftian Syftem, being a Reality, 

the good Man did not reflc6l that, in the Pagan 

Theology, its Exigence was as vifionary as that 

-of Elyfimi itfeif ; and the very fame in Greece 

and Italy ^ as Odm^% Hall amongft the Northern 

Nations. 

And what fays our Author in his laft Pam- 
phlet, to all this ? Why, he aflerts and infifts 
-BTiLi- p. 35. that Heaven was as much a Reality 
in the Pagan as in. the Chriftian Syftem. But 
why then does he.not confider the feveral Argu- 
ments which I have alledged to prove the con- 
. trary ? Why does he not fhew, that this Notion of 

T>Tlla autem Dcorum vita, five Apotheofis, gemino capite 
praecipoe contioebatur : Con'viSia yovih ^ Dea alicujus con- 
jugia. Sic apud Horatmm, 1. iv. od. 8. Hercuiis Divinitas 
inde flatuitur, quod Jo^vis inter eft opiatis epulis impiger Her- 
cules, Idemque, uc nocum eft, Heben, Juventutis Deam, acce- 
pit inconjugem. Ruetui in FirgiL Eel. iv. Dearum connubi9 
& Deorum eonvivio dii eiHciuntur. Ser'vius inMneid i. 

Tu mihi quodcunque hoc regni, tu fceptra, Jovemque 
Concilias j tu das epulis accumbere Di^vu/n. iEneid. i. 

Nee Dens hixncmen/d, Dea nee dignata ri/i/7/ eft. Ec. iv. 
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Heaven was founded upon better Authority thart 
the common and popular Accounts of Elyfium ? 
No, your Servant, Sir, fays he, for that. He 
has ftill, as often as he is confuted,, (Thanks IQ 
the Genius of Controverfy !) a new Stock of Con- 
fidence, apd the fame Self-Satisfaftion and G>m* 
placency, which enable him to repeat his Afler* 
tions, as if nothing had happened ; and, as if he 
had not been confuted with a Force that would 
make a Novice in the Art blulh himfelf into bet- 
ter Manners. 

Upon the Whole •, could the learned Author 
prove that they believed a future State thus cir- 
cumftainced, yet I would not advife him to tri- 
umph too foon, left his Adverfaries fhould reply 
that it is nothing to the Purpofe,' as it was not 
fuppofed to include the Body of good Men. If 
we add to this, that this Notion was merely po- 
pular and external ; that it never was entertained 
by the Philofophers theqifelves j we (hall, I date 
fay, hear no more of it; at leaft in way of Op- 
pofition to the Dodrine of the Divine Legation^ 

CHAP. 

^ However Mr. Jackfinhytf " I have with very lit- 
*' TLE Trouble confuted every thing alledged in the Cri- 
«• tical Inquiry againft my Proof that the ancient Pnilofophers 
*' did conilantly and invariably prbfefs and believe a future 
** State." p. 69. 

If he has done this, and certainly in his Time he has done 
Wonders, Envy itfelf mull own it was with *very Utile Troa^ 
hie } for he has overtarned ail my Arguments without fo 
much as confuting, or even repeating any of them. How- 
ever we muil believe he will make amends for this» whenever 
the Public exprefTes an Inclination for a /econJ Edition of any 
of his Pamphlets. In the mean time I ihall comfort myfeif, 
as well as I can, under this Difgrace, with the Approbation of 
a Genius worth a Thoufand of thefe Anjhverers by Profejffum^ 
the Author of the Difcourfe on the Cpnixerjim of St. PauL 
And what greater Honour could be done an obfcure Jiamelefs 
Writer than to be approved by him^ and condemn*d by the 

Mi>pr 
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CHAP. III. 

^[7)at Mr. Jackfon, in his Jirfi Piece^ gives 
the Re- union of the Soul with Gody as the 
t>nly Notion of future Happinefs entertained 
by the old Pbilofophers. His Account of it 
examined and confuted^ That this Re-union^ 
^nd the State of Happinefs in Heaven^ were 
conceived by the Ancients to be very different 
and dijlin^ things. 

SO much for the State of future Happinefs in 
Heaven. And here I cannot but take Notice 
that the learned Writer himfelf gives a very diffe*- 
rent Account of this Matter in his firft Pamphlet, 

Mafier ofWlgftofi^s Ho/pit a!, Bdt to give him, what he never 
gives his Reader, a little Argument. The Points difcufTed in 
this Chapter are of tbe greateft Importance in the prefenc 
Controverfy, As to a State of Happinefs for the Good, the 
Gentleman himfelf confines us to'^the particular Notion I have 
been here examining. Why then ^ots he not endeavour to 
invalidate the Proofs, which I have alledged to (hew that ifc . 
did not belong to good Men in common? " / bave^ fays he; 
** ctmfuUd them all.^* But in what Corner of his blind Book 
lies this fculking Confutation, that no Reader before fufpedled 
it, and no one now can find it ? Why does he fo cautioufly 
evade touching the feveral Arguments, that have been pro* 
duced to (hew, that this State of Happinefs in Hemjen was 
iuppofed to be a mere Fid^ion ^ was confider'd by all Men of 
Senfe as a pure Engine of Policy, inventdS only for the Sak^ 
cf Government ? 

He dees indeed fay^ (and for xonxAXy faying what he can't 
prove he never had his Fellow) that this State of Happinefs ih 
Hta'ven was defcribed and re; refented in a more reafonabU 
Ligbt'y was conikiered as a State: of Contemplation, in which 
Men were to improve in Knowledge and Virtue. But tho^ he 
fay all this till he be black in the Face, it will never prove 
that Heaven was confiderld as a Reality in the Pagan Syfiem, 
becaufe the fame things are often faid of Elyjtum itfeli, con* 
feiTed to be confidered as no Reality^ 
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Jle there tells ua'', " That the Re-union of the 
" Soul, or its Return to God, was conceived to 
V be the peculiar Recompence and Reward of 
** good Men after Death •, he gives this as the 
only Notion of future Happfnefs, really believ- 
ed by the Philofophers thennfelves.** Since 
then he lays fo much Strefs on this Re-union^ it 
may not be artiifs to confider what he has ad- 
vanced on this Head. He every where reprefents 
it as a State of the moft ahfolute andperfeS Hap* 
pinefs. This would be very much to his Pur- 
pofe, could he prove it. I do indeed find that 
he aflefts it again and again ; but alas 1 all thefe 
Aflcrtions will not amount to one Proof. How- 
ever, in Support of this Notion, he refers us to 
jfamblichuSj p. 89, 90. This is the fole Autho- 
rity produced by him ; and this, unluckily, in 
the prefent Cafe turns oiit to be no Authority at 
all. Does not Mr. Jack/on know that the Ar- 
gument of the Divine jLegation relates to the Sen* 
timents of thofe Philofophers, who lived before 
our Saviour ? " Such was the general Doftrine 
** on this Point, before the coming of Chrifti- 
anity. But then thofe Philofophers, who held 
out againft its Truth, new modelled both their 
Philofophy and Religion, making their Phi- 
lofophy more religious, and their Religion 
*' morephilofophical : Of which we have given fe- 
•' veral occafionallnftances in the Courfe of this 
'* Work. So amongft the many Improvements 
of Paganifm^ the foftening this Dodtrine was 
one ; the modern Platonifis confining the No- 
tion of the Souths being Part of the divine Sub^ 
*' fiance^ to thofe of Brutes. Every rational 
Power ^ fays Porphyry, is refolved into the Life 
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of the Whole. And it is remarkable that then», 
and not till then, the Philofophers really be- 
gan to believe the Doftrine of a future State 
of Rewards and PuniQiments/* {Divine Z^- 
gatiorty vol, i, p. 430.) When the Queftion is 
thus plainly confined to the Period before our Sa- 
viour, why are we referred to Jamhlichus^ who 
lived fo long after it ? This furely looks like Di- 
ftrefs. For why this poaching in unlicenfed Au- 
thors^ if the Gentleman could have ftarted his 
Game like a fair SpoTrtfman ? But let him anfwcr 
direftly to. this plain Queftion ; Were the Doc- 
trines of the Philofophers the fame, in the Days 
of Jamblichusy as in the times before our Savi- 
our ?-^Were the Notions of the human Soul 
the fame in thefe two Periods ? It is certain that 
he muft anfwer in the Negative ; and what clear- 
er Proof can there be than this, that the Tefti- 
jmony of Jamblichus is of no Force in the prefcnt 
Queftiph^? 

** However, as our Author lays fo great Strefs on the TeiU- 
jnony of this Jamblichus, as he makes no Diftindtion between 
the Philofophers who lived before and after the coming of our 
Saviour : I will juft give him a ftiort Charafter of thefe lajt, 
and that from fome other-guife Writers than himfelf j from 
fome of the beft Scholars our Country has to boaft of. The 
excellent Stilling fleet, fpeaking of thefe very Men, fays, 
" Whoever is converfant with the Writings of thofe Philofo- 
phers, who were of the facred Succeflion, out of the School 
of Ammonius at Alexandria 5 fuch as Plotinus, Porphyrius^ 
Jamblichus, Hierocles^ will find them write in a higher 
Strain, concerning many weighty Truths, as of the De- 
generacy of Men's Soul from God, and the way of ther 
♦• Souls returning to him, than the moft fublime of the an- 
** cient Philofophers had done. Which Speculations of theirs 
** arofe not fo much from the School oi Plato and Pythagoras ^ 
** as of that great Reftorer of Philofophy, Ammonius oi AleX' 
l^ qn^riai whofe Scholars, Herennius, Origen, and Plotinus 
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It may be faid that I confider the Re-union 6f 
the Soul, and the State of Happinefs in Heaven, 
as difFc^rent and' diftinft things ; whereas the 
•learned Writer I have to do with, all along- fupr 
pofes that they were one and the fame State. — I 
believe he does •, however, I chulc rather to fol- 
low the Ancients, who always confider them as 
very feparate and diftinft things, than this great. 
Modern, who hath been pleafed to mix and con* 
found them. Seneca fays, Magnus animus Deo 
pareat, & quicquid lex univerfi jubet fine cunda- 






V^exty who living and dying a Ghriftian^ as Eu/ebius an4 
jerom affure us, whatever Porphyriui fuggcfts to the con-r 

V trary^ did communicate to his Schplars the fublimer My- 
^* fteries of divine Revelation, together with the Speculations 
t* of the ancient Philofophers.'* Origims Sacra ^ 1. iii c. 3; 

The great BentUy, fpeaking of the later Philofophers, dev 
flares, ** That for their profeflbrial Interefts, and to keep the 
** Pngan Syfieifi in Countenance againft the Obje£lions of 
*' Chrijiiansy they had quit^ altered the old Schemes iff FhiIo» 
*' J^Ph » ^^^ pretended to more Impulfes, Infpirations, Re- 
** velations and Com mere? with the Deity, than Chriftian/t 
*' could truly do. Not one of thofe fanftified Philofophers 
^* but had Dreams, Vifions, and extatic Colloquies with Dae- 

V mons ei^ery Night, £sr<:." Remarks upon 49. Difcourfe of 
Free-thinkingy part ii. p. 24. 

The learned Whithy confirms the fam^ ; as to Hierocles^ 
Porphyry^ ProduSy and Jamblichusy " I am apt to fufpeft, 
^* fays he, that as in other things they apparently drefled up 
•* their Philofophy and Morality anew, to accommodate it 
*'* the better to tte Chriflian Philofophy, that fo there might 
^ ** feem lels ne^d of Chriftianity y and particularly made the, 
*' Felicity of Souls hereafter much like the Chriftian Doc- 
<' trine, that fo they might deflroy or render needlefs the 
** Dodlrine of thq Refurredion.'* 1 Cor. xv. 44. 

But now let him not miftake the Purpofe of thefe Quota-. | 

tions, and imag'ne they are given for any further End than. j 

to (hew in general that the Chriflian Religion occafioned a. ' 

Change in ihe philofophic Syllems of Paganifm : That k made 
this Change in the Points in queftion refts on the Arguments of. 
thQ D.L ^ 
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tione patiatur ; aut in meliorem emittitur vitam» 
lucidius, tranquillius inter divina manfurus^ aut 
certe fine uUo futurus incommodo, nature fu^e 
remijcebitur 6f revertetur in totum ^ It will not 
be denied that the firft Part relates to the State of 
Happinefs in Heaven^ and the fecond to the Re- 
fufion of the Soul. But then are they not plainly 
and diredly oppofed to each other ? muft they 
not therefore have been confidered as very fepa- 
late and diftinft States ? 

The fame Author, in another Place, confirms 
the lame thing: He fpeaks of the Blifs and Hap- 
pineis of Heaven, but then he fpeaks of it, as 
previous to the Refufion of the Soul ^. Nos quo- 
q\jc felices anima 6? ^ettrna fortxta^ cum Deo vi* 
fum erit ifta iterum moliri, labentibus cunAis, 
& ipfi parva ruinae ingentis accefllo, in antiqua 
iletnenta vertemur ; *or, as Upjius on the Place 
fays, fball be refolved into the univerfal Soul% 
There can furejy be no Queftion but tbefc were 
thought to be different and diftind States^ as the 
one was fuppofed both oppofite to, and prior to 
the other. The Re-qnion was to begin at the 
very Time, when the State of Happinei's in Hea- 
ven was conceived to end. 

Again •, Mr. Jack/on gives the Re-union to 
the Souls of good Men m general : But I have 
proved that the State of Happinefs in Heaven 
was referved only for Men of great and exalted 
Merit ; for thofe, whofe eminent Services to 
Mankind had raifed and advanced them above 
the refl: of their Fellow-Creatures, 



« Epift. 72. 

* Cap. ult. adMartiam, 

^ Anims igitur tunc omnes iterum ad mundi animam, i. c# 
^ Joycm— rcfolvuntur. PbyfioL Stoicor, I. iii. c. 11 
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Having eftabli Hied this Difference, let us now 
fee how it affcfts our prefent Queftion. The 
learned Author, in his jirft Piece, fends us to 
the Re-union, as the only Notion of future Re- 
wards, really entertained by the old Philofophers. 
In lYiQ fecond he refers us to a State of Blifs and 
Happinefs in Heaven^ as the only DoSlrine really 
believed by them. Did he then conceive thefe t6 
be one and the fame State ? If he did ; he may 
probably, by this . time, be convmced that h6 
was miftaken. 

Did he conceive them to be feparate and di- 
ftinft States? Jf he did, the Doftrlne of his firft 
and fecond Pieces, are direftly oppofite and con-t 
tradiclory to each other. In the firft, the Philo- 
Ibphers fuppofed all future Happinefs to confift 
barely in the Re-union of the Soul. In the le- 
cond, they believed a* State of Happinels in Hea,-* 
ven, diftind: from this Re-union. • 

And what fays our Defender to all this ? He 
fays, what no charitable Reader will readily be- 
heve of him, Tbai I all along confound theft two 
States^ and make them one. See his Further De^ 
fence p. 6^, He ventured to faythis^ I fuppdfe, 
becaufe he knew I could not retort the Charge 
upon him ; the Defign of this Chapter being to 
iliew that he fpeaks with fo much Confufion and 
Inconfiftency of thefe two States, that 'tis impof- 
lible to gather from his Talk, whether he did ton- 
fider them as one or two. Or, perhaps it was 
becaufe, in this Chapter, I bring feveral Autho- 
rities and Arguments to prove that they were 
confidered as two feparate and difiin5f States : 
Therefore his bufinefs being to contradiSi me, 
he fays that Ifuppofe them to be one and the fame. 
If any of his Readers can give a better Account 

of 
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oFthis Matter than I have donf ^ I, but cfpccially 
Mr. Jackfon^ (hall be obliged to him. 

Let us juft recapitulate the real State of th« 
Qucftion.: The learned Writer pretends to give 
us the only Notion of future Happinefs aftually 
believed and entertained by the Philofophers 
themfelves. By this Means he brings the Dif- 
puce between us into a narrow Compafe : For 
in this Cafe, what have we to do, but to con- 
fider this very Doftrine ; to examine into the real 
State of it? And, as it does not appear from 
hence that the Philofophers believed a State of 
future Happincfe, it follows of Courfc, from 
his own Principles, that we have hitherto no 
Proof, that they belived any future Rewards 
whatfoever. 



C H A P. IV^ 

I'hat the Pbilofopbers did not believe a fur 
ture State of FuniJIoments. 

LE T 1^3 come now to that Part of the Quct 
ftion, which relates to their Belief of future 
Punilhments. And here I (hall confine myfelf 
to one lingle Argument : It has been indeed be- 
fore raentionecj in the Divine Legation \ and, 
from its being yet unanfwered, I Ihall not fcru? 
pie to affirm, that *tis efFeftual, and decifive of 
the Point in Queftion. It is grounded on a Paf- 
fage of Cicero^ where he declares, That the com- 
mon and popular Accounts of another Life were 
the only Foundation and Support of future Punifh* 
ments. Now it is allowed* even by Mr. Jackfon 
"' ' ^ • bimfclfi 
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Iiim&lfy that the Ancients did not believe thefo 
common and popular Accounts : And therefore, 
with his Leave, I would conclude, upon the Au- 
ibority of Cicero, that they believed no future 
Punifliments whatfoever. 

But let us review the Paflage : It is taken from 
the Oration for Cluentius. Nam nunc quidem, 
quid tandem illi mali mors attulit ? Nifi forte 
ineptiis ac fabulis ducimur, ut exiftimemus ilium 
apud Inferos impiorum- fupplicia perferre, &c. 
Quae fi falfafunt, id quod omnes intelligunt, 
quid ei tandem aliud mors eripuit prseter fenfum 
doloris^? Our Argument fuppofes that thefc 

common 

^ In this Paffagc C'cerp declares that .the common Account 
of the infirnal Torments \yas the only Foundation imd Sappoft 
of a State of future Punifliments. Now the learned Author 
pf the Hillory of his Life afibres ps, that he did not believe 
iheiiril ; and this would make one fafpe^l that he could aoi 
believe the latter ; becaufe he himfelf tells us, that this laft 
derives all its Credit and Authority from the Suppofition that 
$he firft were true. 

And indeed he frequently declares that he believes nothing 
f>f future Punilhments ; and this not only in a few fcauerea 
Hims, accidentally thrown out, and when he was not conft- 
dering the Subjed : But in thotfe very Treatiies, that wero 
fdeliberately written pn this Queftion ; in thofe very Treatifes, 
to which the fine Writer abovementioned refers us for his real 
Opinion on the Point in Difpute. In the firft TuJculaH^ 
having mentioned the feveral Opinions of PhiloCophers con- 
cerning the Soul, he adds, *' Which ever of thefe is admit- 
^' ted to be tnie» Death will not be attended with any Mifery .^' 
Effidet ratio, ut, quxcunque vera fit earum fententiarum 
quas expoiui, wiors aut maium non fii^ zfox fit bonum po« 
tins. oil. 

Quid hoc ? dafne aut manere anlmos poft mortem, aut mortf 
ipfa intcrire? A. Do verOj quodji maneant^ beatos ejfe con- 
ado : Sin intereaQt, non eil^ miferps, quoniam ne lint qui- 
dem. c. II. 

Gradietur ad mortem ; in qua aut fummom bonum, aut 
puilum malum effe cognovimus. c. 46. 

Ut aut in aeternam et plane in nollram domum i^emigro- 
ijlius^ aut omni fenfit moliftimjui canamiu. c. 49. 

Multa 
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common Stories were the only Foundation anti 
Support of future Punifliments. And docs not 
Cicero himfelf fuppofe the lame ? " If thefc 

«« (fays 

Malta primo die, cum de ipTa morte quaerereinas $ non 
paaca poftero, cam ageretar de dolore, funt dida de morte : 
Quae qui recordetur, baud fane periculuin eft, ne non qtof- 
tern aut optandam aut eerie nontimendam putet. L v. 40. 

And in his Piece on oidjl^e he fpeaks ftrongiy to the fame 
Purpofe. Jam fenfus moriendi aliquis efle potef^, ifque ad 
e^iguum tempus praefertim ff^ni; p^ mortem quidem fenfus aU 
pptandus aut pullus eft, ' 

O miferuro fenem, qui mortem contemnendam efle in tarn 

'longa xtate non viderit f quae aut plane negligenda eft, & 

pmnino extinguit animum ; aut etiam aptanday fi ah'quo enfti 

deducit, ubi fit futurus seternus. Jtqur tertlum certe nihil 

intfeniri poteft, Q, 19. 20. 

LaSiantius has preferved the following PaiTage from the 
"BcKksoi Lanvsi Gratulamurque nobis, quoniam mors aut 
-meliorem, qaam qui eft in vita, aut certe mm deteriorem aUar 
fura eft ftatufn. Nam fine corpore, animo vigente, divina vita 
eft; fenjit carente, nihil profe&o eft mali, L. iii. 18. In the 
next PaiTage we are told that Death is terrible to them, who 
leave no Name and Reputation behind them ; this is repre- 
fented as the only Lofs and Raftering that will really attend 
the wicked after their Departure out of this World. Moi^ 
temne mi hi minitaris, ut omnino ab hominibus ; an^ exiliORi, 
in ab improbis demigrandam fit ? Mors terribilis eft iis, quo- 
rum cum vita omnia extinguuntur i non iis, quorum laus emori 
non poteft. Paradox, ii. in his Offices he affirms that " God 
** could not be angry, nor hurt any one.'^ And this in order 
to prove, that the perjured Man hid nothing to fear from the 
diifine Fengeance. But how could tl^e Principle juft cijed prove 
this, unleis it was fuppofbd to exclude all divine Puni(hments ? 

Quid eft igitur (dixerit quis) in jurejurando J Num iratum 
timemus Jovem ? At hoc quidem commune eft omnium 
philofophorum ; non eorum modo, qui Deum nihil habere 
ipfum negotii, et nihil exhibere alteri ; fed eorum etiam, qui 
Pieum Temper agere a liquid et moliri volunt ; nunquam nee 
irafci Deum, nee nocere, iii. 28. 

Saspiifime et legi et audivi nihil mali efle in morte, in qua 
fi refideat fenfus, immortalitas ilia, potius quam mors ducenda 
fit ; fin fit amiftus, nulla videri miferia debet quae nonfentia- 
iur. Fam. Ep. v. 1 6. And in the next Book, fpeaking of 
ppathj ^e fays, pr»fertim cain id impen^e^» ii^ quo naa 

4&oda 
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** (fays he) are falft, as all Men fee they are, 
*' what has Death deprived him of befides a 
:*' Senf^ of Pain ?" Docs not this Reafpning evi- 
dently 

modo ddlor nallu.% verum finis etiam dolorisfuturuseil. Fam. 
Ep, vi. 4. To thefe wc may add feveral Paffages, produced 
by the Author of the D. L. Ut hoc faltem in maximis mails 
boni confequamor, ut mortem, quam etiam ieati contemmr$ 
dehe^musy propter ea qmd nullum fenfum ejfet habitura^ nunc fic 
afie&i non modp contemnere debemus^ fed etiam optare. 

•—V. 21. 

Nec enim dum ero, angar ulla re, cum omni vacem culpa $ 
$tji mn ero^ fenju omni <areho, vi. 3. . 

Non ab ea republic aveilar, qua carendum elTe doleam» 
prafertim cum id fine uliofenfufuturum fit. And again j pr^p- 
iertim cum omnium rerum mors fit extremum. vi. 4, 21. 

Such plain and numerous Declarations from Cicero himfelf 
will at leaft Ihew, that he could nQt generally believe a State 
of future Punifhments. How far the Teflimonies here cited 
may ferve to ballance and fuperfede thole alledged by Dr. 
Middkton in fuppcrt of the contrary Opinion, mufl be fub* 
mitted to the Judgment of the Reader. I cannot indeed 
help obferving that feveral of them are drawn from the fame 
Books ; and that thefe are the very Books, in which, ac- 
cording to the Dodlor, we are to look for a Declaration of 
Cicero's ftrift and real Sentiments. Qne may too take Notice 
that thefe PafTages are ^very numerous ; far more numeroqs 
than thefe which have been brought to eilablifh the contrary 
Dofirine. It may not be improper to add, that they are 
taken from very different Books, compofed at very difFerent 
find diftant Times ; if therefore they give us his real Opinion 
at thefe feveral Seafons, it will unavoidably follow that he 
^^ff^r^i//y difbelieved all future Punilhments. 

" We muft remember always, that Cicero was an j^c4^- 
^* demic j and though he believed a future State, was fond 
.*' of the Opinion, and declares himfelf refolved never tp 
" part with it, yet he believed it as probable only, not as 
** certain: And as Probability implies fome Mixture of 
♦' Doubt, and admits the Degrees of ipore and lefs, fo .it 
** admits alfo fome Variety in the Stability of our Perfuafion: 
f' Thus in a melancholy Hour, when his Spirits were de- 
** prefled, the fame Argument would not appear to him with 
*' the fame Force ; but Doubts and DifHcuIties get the 
f* Afcendant, and what humoured his prefent Chagrin, find 
i^ the rea^ieil ^dmifiion. Th? PaiiViges alledged w?re all of 
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dehtly (uppofe that there was a n^ceflary Con* 
ftexion between thefe popular Fables, and the 
Dodrine of future Punifhments ? If then a fu- 
ture 



•i 



** this kind ; written in the Seafen of his DejefUon, when 
•* all things were going wrong with hin» in the height of 
** Cirfar*s Power; and tho' we allow them to have all the 
•* Force that they can poflibly bear, and to exprefs what 
Cicero really meant at that time, yet they prove at laft 
nothing more, than that, agreeably to the Charafter and 
Principles of the Academy, he fometimes doubted of what 
he generally believed. But after all, whatever be the Senfe 
of them, it cannot furely bethought rcafonable, to oppofe 
■* a few fcattered Hints, accidentally thrown out, when he 
** was not confidering the Subjeft, to the Volumes he had 
•* deliberately written on the other fide of the Queftion.* 
{Htftory of the Life o/* Cicero, p. 561,2. vol.ii.) 

This was faid in anfwer to fome Paffages, a Hedged from 
Cicero's Epiftles, in order to prove that he di/believed a fu- 
ture State. It is obvious to obferve that it will no ways affeft 
the Tellimonies 1 have here quoted. ** It cannot furely be 
thought reafonable to oppofe a few fcattcr'd Hints, acci- 
dentally thrown cut, when he was not confidering the 
Subjeft, to the Volumes deliberately written on the other 
fide of the Queftion". My Argument does not reft, on a 
feiu fcatter*d Hints accientally thrown out, when he was 
** not confidering the Subjcdl." My Teftimonies are many 
of them taken from thofe very Treatifes, in which, as the ce- 
lebrated Writer himfelf aflurcs us, Cicero delivers his real 
Sentiments j from the very Treatifes to which be himfctf 
thinks proper to appeal on theOccafion. For in this Num- 
ber we muft rank the Tufculans, the Offices, the Pieces of 
La^ws, and old Jge. And does not Cicero difcard all future 
Punifiiments in thefe very Volumes, in as full and abfolute a 
Manner, as in his Epiftles themfelves ? ** The Volumes de- 
*' liberately written on the other fide of the Qucftion." It f3 
Pity but this fine Author had pointed out •* the Volumes 
••* that .were deliberately written on the other fide of the 
'*• Queftion." They can furely be no others than thofe from 
which thefe very Paflages are taken j and if fo, they can 
hardly prove that Cicero did generally believe a State of future 
Punifhments. 

Nor will the firft Part of this Rcafoning make any Impref- 

fxon to the Difad vantage of what I have advanced with regard 

' (o his Difbelief of the Doctrine. It goes all along upon a 

. Suppofuion, 
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hjrc State was not believed under thcfe Repre- 
fentations, is it not manifeft that it could not be 
believed at all ? 

And 



Suppofitipn, tkat Citifro denied a fatnit State^ only in 
inoil dark and inelanchdly Hours ,* chat he threw om Hints 
againft this Notion, only to humour the. Chagrin he was then 
in. But after all, was this the Fadt and real Cafe of Cicero ^ 
liave we not (hewn, that he declared againil all future Puni(h«> 
inents, when the Circumiknces here mentioned could have 
no Place ? Did he not difclaim them, even in his Tu/cu/ant^ 
his Laivs, his Offices ^ and his Piece on M Age? And will 
the learned Author fay, he was fo eat up with the Spleen and 
Melancholy at the time of writing thefe^ that *' Doubts 
'' and Difficulties had got the Afcendant'* on the Point in 
Quedion ? He will hot furely fay this, becaufe he appeals 
to thefe very Books as containing the religious Sentiments of 
Cicero^ as giving his real Opinion of another Life. 

I do not after all take upon me to fay, whether Cicero did 
or did not believe a State of future Puniihments. I only ofier 
a few Hints to fliew, . that he was not (b conflant and uniform 
in the ProfeiHon of this Do6lrine, as fome Writers have ven- 
tured to aflert. Had I indeed faid, that he abfolutely dif- 
Joelieved this Notion, I (hould have faid no more than what 
one of the Writers againft the 2>. L. has faid before m«. 
*' T«/^, fays Mr. Boue^ always fpoke of the future Stato, 
^* (in his philofophical Works) as either a State of Happinef»^ 
*< or of no Senfe at all ; and could never conceive how a 
•' third could be.*' (Jnfijoer /a Z). Zr. p. 175.) I have no- 
thing to do with the Reafon, which he here affigns in Sup- 
port of his Opinion ; nor indeed with his Opinion itfelf, any 
further than as it ferves to (hew* that one might without any 
Prejudice, or Fpndnefs for an Hypothefis, charge Cicero with 
the utter Difbelief of all futui'e Punifhments. 

I was obliged to dwell the longer on this Point, becaufe 
the learned Dr. Middleton affirms that Cicero generally believed 
the Doctrine of future Puniihments. But if he generally be- 
lieved it, whence comes it that he fo generally fpeaks againft 
it ? If thefe feveral Pailages exprefs what Cicero really meant 
at that time, it will be impoffible to fupport the Opinion 
maintained by this celebrated Writer. But what muil we 
think now of Mr. Jack/on^ who pretends that the Philofo- 
phers were conftant and unvaried in the Profeffion and Belief 
of this DoArine; that ^' one may as reafonably doubt, whe- 
** ther any Chrijiiant do, or ever did believe it> as whether 
c ' "it 
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Ai^ here kt me afk, what has the learned 
Writer faid to this Argument of the Divine Le^ 
gation ? Why, not one Syllable. But will not 
every Reader reflcdt on what he fhould have 
faid ? He may perhaps tell us, that it was too 
trivial to deferve his Notice ; but he mud excufe 
me, if I aicribe his Silence to a very different 
Cauie. This is not his ufual Way of managing 
Objections, whenever he but dreams he can an* 
fwer to the Purpofe. 

- But, to refunie our Argument : The learned 
Author allows that the Ancients did not believe 
the vulgar and poetical Accounts of future Pu- 
nilhments; and I aik no more to prove that they 
believed no future Punijbments at all. 

The Queftion then is, whether the Ancients 
had any Notion of future Punifhments, not found* 
ed on the Fables of the Populace ; whether they 
had any Conception of feparate and diftinft Pu- 
nifliments, in which the Stories of Styx^ Acheron^ 
a&d Cocytus^ had nothing to do. The Author of 
the Divine Legation^ in Support of the Negative, 
brought the Paffage from Cicero abovementioned i 
I will here point out fome other Teftimonies, in 
which the very fame thing has been maintained 
and afferted by other Writers of Antiquity. Co- 
gita nullis defunCtum malis affici. lila, quae nobis 
Inferos faciunt terribiles, fabula eft« Nullas im^ 
minere mortis tenebras, nee carcerem, nee flu- 
mina flagrantia igne, nee oblivionis amnem, nee 
tribunaiia, nullos in ilia reos libertate tarn laxa» 
nuilos iterum tyrannos. Mors omnium dolorurn 

** it was believed by the Phllofophers amongfl the Pagans,^ 
Bat what Refemblance is there between the Do^rine of Ci- 
cero, and that of commatiCbriJliahsT Or when do thelaft 
ufe the ProfeiTions and Arguments of the £rflt nnlefs it be ia 
order tQ cenfure and confute them ? 
' . • folutio 
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iblutio eft & finis, ultra quam mala noftfa nori 
exeunt ». 

The Dead, we fee, were fubjeft to no Pain 
and Mifery ; and why ? bccaufe the vulgar Ac- 
counts of another Life were fabulous and falfe^ 
Is it not evident from hence, that thefe were 
the only Foundation and Support of future Pu* 
nifliments ? Otherwife why might not the Dead 
be fubjeft to Pain and Mifery, tho' thefe Stories 
were falfe and groundlefe ? 

^ Mors contemni debet magis quam folet i 
Multa enim de ilia credimus. Multorum inger 
niis certatum eft ad augendam ejus infamiam. 
Defcriptus eft career Infernus, & perpetua node 
oppreffa regio, in qua 

■ ingens janitor Orci, 

Ofla fuper recubans antro fcrnefa cruento, . 
Sternum latrans, exangues terreat umbras. 

Sed etiam cum perfuaferis iftas fabulas efle, nee 
quicquam defundtis fupereffc quod timeant, fubit 
alius metus, aeque enim timor ne apud Inferos 
lint, quam ne nufquam. He here mentions the 
poetical and fabulous Accounts of another Life ^ 
if thefe were falfe, the Confequence, you fee, 
was that there could be no future Punilhments 
at all. Sed etiam cum perfuaferis iftas fabulas eife, 
fjec quicguam defunSis fuper effe quod timeant. 

e Senica ad Mart tarn, c. 19. Quae nos in illam tranqaillita- 
'tem» ill qua antequam nafceremur jacuimus^ reponic. Si 
mortnorom aliquis miferctury et son natorum mifereatur. 
Mors nee bonom nee malam eft. Id enim poteft aut bonum aut 
jnalam efTe, quod aliquid ell : Quod vero ipfum nihil eft, et cm* 
nla ad nihil redigit, nulli nos fonuns tradit. Mala enim bonaque 
circa materiem aliquam verfantur : Non poteft fortuna tenere, 
cjuod natura diraifit ; nee poteft mifer effe^ qui nuUus eft. 

*• Seneca IB'P^ 23. 

Again : 
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Again : Non fum tarn ineptus ut Epicuream 
cantilenam hoc loco perfequar, & dicam vanos 
efle Inferorum metus, nee Ixionem ^ota volvi, 
nee faxum humero Sifyphi trudi in adverfum, 
ilec ullius vifcera & renafci pofle quotidie, & 
carpi. Nertio tarn puer eft, ut Cerberum timeat, 
C*?r. — Mors nos aut confumit, aut exuit. Emif- 
fis mcJiora reftant, oncre detrafto : Confumptis 
nihil reftar, bonapariter malaquc fubmota font ^ 

If there was no Cerberus^ the Soul muft cither 
beextinguifhed, or raifed to a State of Happincfs. 
But why fo, if there were future Punifliments 
in Store, which did not derive their Credit and 
Authority from the common Fables? 

CicerQy in his firft Tufculan^ undertakes to con- 
fute the Doftrine, which makes Death ah Evil. 
But then, in this Confutation, he cbnfines him- 
felf to two Points ; the Notion of infernal Tor- 
ments, and the Mortality of the Soul. The 
Jaft, he telfs us, is a State of Non-cxiftence, and 
not attended with any pofitive and real Mifcfy *; 
and the fir ft was a pure Fiffivn. Hence he infers 
that Death was no Evil. What a ridiculous and 
abfurd Inferepce had this been, if he* Had ad* 
mitted any Notion of pofitive and realJPonift* 
ments befides thofe taught the Populace ? 7ufc. u 
c. 5> 6, 7, 8. ' , • ' • 

' My Reafoningftands thus; As Cicero^ in this 
very Book, undertakes to anfwer the Arguments, 
which were commonly brought to prove, that 
Death is a real Eyil, it was his Bufinefs to open 
and explain the feveral Circumftanccs, which 
ivere generally fuppofed to make Death an Evil. 
Now it is remarkable that He confined hiifefelf to 
the Doftrine of infernal Torments, and the Mor^ 

» Seneca^ Ep. 24. 

F* • ^ ' - tality 
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taiityof the Soul. But what a fhameful Repre- 
{entation had this been^ had he himfelf all the 
time had another SuppoHtion in referve, on 
which Death might be (hewn to be an Evil, 
without an]^ Re^d to the two Circumfl:ance» 
above mentioned! 

But thb* he has only difpfoved the common 
and popular Accounts of future Punilhments, he 
vet ventures to affirm, that Death could not be a 
State of Mifery and Sorrow. Quid, hoc dafne 
aut mahere animos poll: mortem, aut morte ipfft 
Hiterire ? A. Do vero; quod fi maneant^ beatos 
ejfe concedo ; fin irttereant, non efle miferos, quo- 
niam rie funt quidem. c- 1 1 . 

The learned Do&or Davies confirms what I 
hav^ liere faid, that all future Punifhments are 
rcjefted in the Paffage juft cited. And, upon 
the Place he obferves, Ita argumentati funt Eth- 
nic!, quod Poetarum di6la de pcenis apud Inferos 
pro hugis haberent. They rejelted all future Pu- 
pijbmnts. And what was the Reafbn of this I 
^ he learned Critic tells us, it was becaufe they 
iifi?eUeved the poetical and fabulous Accoimts of 
a/koiber World. 

\ will next give a Tefl:imony, as I find it cited 
in t^e 'Divine Legation^ tho* not immediately to 
the Purpofe of my prefent Argument ^ for this, 
Kke many other Phages there quoted, may fervc 
to illuftrate and fupport more than one rart of 
that incomparable Work, 'Tis brought from 
Epiffetus^ who, fpeaking of Death, fays, " But 

whither do you go ? No where to your Hurt:; 

Yoii return from whence you came: To a 

friendly Conlbciation with your kind^d Ele- 
** mcnts : What there was of the Nature of 
^ Fire in your Compofiiion, returns to the Ele- 
** inenl of Fire 5. what- there was of Earth, ta 

♦•^ Earth 5. 
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«* Earth j what of Air, to Air j and of Water^ 
*^* to Water, l^ef^ is neither Helly Acheron^ 
•• Gocyfnsy or Pyripbkgetbon^^* Divine Legatiori, 
vol. i. p. 292. ^ ' 

** Upon Dearii you go no whither ito your 
Hurt I And why ? b^aufe there is no Hell, 
•^ Acheron^ Cocyius^ or PyripbUgetbon*^ If 
therefore thcfe were ren^oved, all future Puni(h<« 
ments were fuppofed to be removed with them. 

The fame thing is confirmed by thofe cckbra-- 
ted Lines of Ovid^ 

O genu^ attonitum ftolidse foiimidine mortis^ 
Qui(j[ Styga^quid tenebrfis* & npminavanatimeti% 
Materiem vatum^ falfiqi^e pericula mundi ? 
Morte carent animae, ^fenaperque, priore relifti 
$ede, novis domibus vivunc, habicantque recepta?^ 

Met. L. xVi 

*Tis the Defign and Purpofe of Pythagoras^ 
who here^ fpeaks, to teaqh men to dcfpife the 
Terrors of Death j and he thinks it fufficient for 
this Purpofe, to arm them againft the Fears of 
Styx^ Acheron^ 6fc. A plain Proof, he had no 
Conceppon of any future Punilhments befidcs 
the popular ones. 

Here then I could wifli Mr. Jackfon would re* 
fleft, that his Argument is levelled at the learned 
Ancients above mentioned, as well as at the Au- 
thor of the Divine Legation. For what has Mr* 
Warburton done more than repeated the Infe- 
rence, which they had before' made ? Now if 
this Rcafoning be juft and logical in their Wri- 
tings ; how happens it to commence at once ri- 
diculous and abfurd, when transferred into the 
Divine Legation f Has he or his Books fb mg* 
figoant an InBuenceas to poifon and blafl: evety 
things which comes within their Reacli? 

F a But, 
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But, whatever the Ancients themfclves fay* 
Mr^ Jackfon infifts that they had a Notion of fu^ 
ture Punifhments feparate dnd diftinA from thofe 
taught the Populace. If this was tt^ true and 
real Sentiment of Antiquity, whence comes it, 
that it efcaped the Notice of the learned Writers 
above cited ? They give us the common Fables 
as th^ fingle^ the only Support of future Punifh- 
ments : They muft therefore have been entire 
Strangers to the Dodlrine, which the learned 
Writer would obtrude upon us as their own. 
Wherever therefore he got this Notion, we may 
be certain that he had it not from Antiquity : 
And if he did not draw it from thence, we need 
not be folicitous how he came by it. 

But to clofe this Article : What has been faid 
is, I think, fufficient to confute all the learned 
Gentleman has advanced on this Head \ and that 
by the moSi effeftual and decifive way of Confu- 
tation, the plain and neceffary Confequences of 
his own Principles. He allows that the Ancients 
did not believe the common and popular Dodtrine 
of future Punifhments ; and I have Ihewn, upon 
* their own Authority^ that they had no other to 
believe. With his Permiffion therefore, I would 
conclude that they believed ho future Punifh- 
ments at all ^. 

chap: 

'^ If I have made good what I undertook to prove, we have 
enough here to overcarn all Mr. Jackfiu has advanced in re- 
gard to the double DoSrine. He allows that the fecret Notion 
did indeed exclude the poetical and fabulons Accounts of fature 
Punifhments. Now if fo, it mud ofcourfe exclude all poffi- 
ble Punifhments with regard to another Life. For we have 
plainly fhewn that thefe two were infeparably conneded in the 
Ideas of feveral of the old Philofophers ; they did not pre- 
tend to rejedl the firft, and yet maintain th^ lad. But what 
now fays our trufty Advocate of Fagun Philofophy, wha 

fcorns 
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CHAP. V. 

Tbaf the Stoics did not believe a future State. 
Some Account of their DoSirine^ concerning 
Providence^ the general Rcnovationy and 
the Refu^n of tbe^uman Soul. 

IT would take up more time than all the Op- 
pofition to this Part of the Divine Legation 
deferves, to examine the various and particular 
Opinions of all the Philofopher» with regard to 

a fu- 



Iborns to leave liis Clients in Diflrefs ? Indeed not much': And, 
yOQ may be fure, much lefs to the Purpofe. But once dipt, 
m he goes: And Senfe and Manners fly before him. *' Our 
uninitiated Critics, fays he, (meaning, perhaps, uninitiated 
in the fecret Arts of Controverfy) ixing unacquainted with 
thefe things, run into endlefs Abfurdicies, and &ncy the 
" Philofophers Notion of a future State was founded on their 
^ own FiSkus ; and becaufe they allude to the myfierious 
Scenes, mention the Fields of Elyfium^ and the Darknefs, 
Fire, and Filth. of Tartarus, ^c, therelbre they conclude 
that the Philofophers had no Notion of a future State, but 
** what was founded on the Fables of the Populace. This is 
** want of Tafte, and is juft fuch Reafoning as if any Infidel 
(hould argue, that Chriftiam do not believe a future State, 
becaufe they do not believe literally the Banquets and Mar^ 
riagij the pncious Stones, the Rinjers iffuingfrom the Tbrono 
of God, mentioned by St. John j^oc. xxi. xxii. and in other 
Places of Scripture, which are figurative and very beauti- 
ful Expreffions, by which the Happinefs of this State is 
defcribM. When our Saviour taught the Doflrioe of a 
** future State under the Parable of the ricif Man and La^ 
** zarus, which might be of his own framing ; and talked 
** olMrahan^s Bofom, and a great Gulph ; and of the Dif-> 
** courie between the rich Man in HeJI^nd the poor Man in 
*' Ahrabam^s Bo/om ; does it follow thence, that our Saviour 
'< did not believe a future State at all j or any-but what was; 
** founded on his own Fidioas ? Would Mr. War^. or our 
*^ Critic hear with Patioioe an Infidel who Ihould argue in. 
":. F i " this 
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a future State : I will therefore confine myfelf to 
that Sed, which was the moft fanied for the Stu- 
dy of Logic and Morality of any in the ancient 

World; 

** this Manner.** Mr. Judfi^^s fariber Drfence^ p. 34, 5. 
Let him be under no Concern, aboat thatj for havitig fo 
long beard Mr. Jackfin, ijuith Fatienciy we are in no Danger 
of draining this Virtue, whoenpr comes after, — However I 
mud juft put the Reader in mind, that the feveral Arguments 
explained in this Chapter, relate only to the Doctrine of fiir 
ture Puniihments. Now this very cahdid and ingenuous Writer 
charges me with aflerting that the Phitofophersdiibelievedall 
future Punifhments, barely becaMfi tbey fometimes allude t9, and 
mention tbe Darknefs, Fire^ and Filth of Tartarus. Whereal 
the Reader fees my Argument ftands thus ; The Philofophers 
represent the Stories of Styx^ Acheron^ {ffr. as mere Fables, 
and they declare, that if thefe nicer e Fi£iions, there could be 
no future Punifhments ^hatfoever. Hence )a%y Conclufion 
aiTerts, that the Philofophers believed no future Punifhments, 
A very difierent thing furely from what this hanefi Man lays 
to my charge 3 'vix of ajferting that the Pbilefophers denied 
all future Funijbments^ merely hicaufe they mention the Filth and 
Darkne/s and Fire of Tartarus- 

I had faid that feveral of the Ancients had no Notion of 
future Punifhments, but what were founded on the Fables of 
(the Populace. " This, lays our Author, is want of 
Taste," For what?— For Mr. y^riJ^ffV Writings. I 
Own it. Cicero, Ovid, Seneca, and EfiStetas^ had fpoiPd 
my Tafte : For, unluckily, I read them before I thought of 
£>rming it on ib great a Model as this fecond-hand Metaphy- 
fician. But it is now too late to mend ; thefe uninitiated Wri- 
ters I mud flick to 1 They fay this very thing ; and I prolbfa 
pnly to fpeak after them. But what I becaufe Mr. Jackfm 
has long bluftered, unchecked, oaSubjeAs that no Bo4y under- 
flood, does he exned the fame Forbearance when he talks 
Nonfenfeon plain Matters, that lie level to the Capacity of 
^1 Men. If he has thefe Preteniions I would adyi'fe him to 
hafle back again into his own Kingdom of Spacb, where 
he may bomhinate^ at his eafe, in vaeua^ and none venture to 
jnofeil him. But here, on the Terra Firma of Reafbn,. ho 
won^ be allowed ah Inch but what he fairly wins. If then 
Be would attack my Argument with Succefs, he miifl fliew 
|hat the Paffages, on which I fupport it, are not to jmy For* 
pof^ ; for while he Idaves me, as he here does, in PoSeffidn 
if theoiy he gakis nothing for hmxfelf tut die Cfa&rafter x>f 

a vain 
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World ; I need not fay that I mean the Stoicsl 
And here I fliall proceed in the following Order* 
I will firfl: confider the Tefti monies and Argu- 
ments ^Hedged by the learned Writer, to prove 

that 

z vain empty Boafier. • 

** *Tis, fays Mr. J, jull fach Reafoning, as if any Infidel 
" (hould argue that CbriftUns do not believe a future State/^ 
&fr. Little need be faid to (hew the exceifive Abfurdity of 
this Comparifon. Do Believers ufe the fame Langu^ge^ as the 
old Philofophers on this Subjefl ? Do they fay that we Flames 
of Hell are mere FtSions ; and that therefore rto Punj/h^ 
meats are rejerved/or Men in another Worlds If they do not 
fay this, they fay nothing that can bring them into fo ill Com- 
pany as they are here coupled with ? And if any« who call 
themfelves'Believers, do fay this, I know of no Rules of Cha- 
rity, which can oblige us to fuppofe that they believe more of 
the Matter, than the old Pagan Philofophers. ** When our 
** Saviour (fays he} taught the Do^lrine of a future State uiider 
*' the Parable of the rich Man and Lazarus^ &c, Wha^ 
Shadow of Likenefs is there for this wild Comparifon ? Does 
our blefled Saviouf.ever profefs that the Flames of Hell are d 
pure Fable ; and that therefore there art no Funijhments 
after Death ? Had he delivered himfelf in any Sort of Lan- 
guage like this, there might have been fome Pretence for this 
Reafoning. As he has not donefb, 'tis as impious as it is im- 
pertinent, to compare the Preaching of the eternal Son of God 
to the *vain and profane Bahlit^s of the Greek Sophias. And 
yet it was not without 4rt that he worked up his Compari- 
fon, ridiculous as it is: He was forced to falfify the Fa£l be- 
fore he could bring things to fit. The popular Eofpreflion^ 
ufed by the Founders of our Faith, to convey the*C^r^/^2ff 
DoArine of a future State, are their own ; and therefore he 
was forced to reprefent the popular Notions of future Punifh- 
ments found in the Writings of the later Greek Philofophers, 
as their own : Tho* invented by the early Law-givers to mak^ 
an Imprefiion on barbarous Minds. For in the Pailage la£t 
quoted, he cenfures it as the higheft Abfurdity in me, to fup- 
pofe the Philofophers Notions were /bunded ON their owM. 
Fictions. I luppofed no fuch thing $ but, on the contrary, 
that they were the FiStions of the more early Law-givers. How- 
ever, this we get by it, a lively Inflance, that it is no fuch 
Rarity for a Man to found his Notions on his own Fi&ions i the 
|uft Order of things ib directing, that, to believe a Lye ihould , 
at length became the Punifhment of telliT^ it. 

F 4 ft 






[ 8o ] 

that the Stoics did believe another Life.— I will 
next fhew, from his own Principles, that they 
neither did nor could believe it. 

• " If 

It IS retparkable, that Dr. Sykes and Mr. y, all along take 
it for granted, that Tartarus, Acheron^ b^c. were mere Meta- 
phors and Allegories, employed to reprefent the Pains an4 
Torments of the Wicked in another^ife, in Defiance of all 
the ProofsVthat have been brought to the contrary. Had not 
fhe modern Management of Controverff fan&ified this FraSice^ 
] Ihould be apt to take it a little ill, that confident AflTertions 
(hould Jiill hold the upper Hand of Argument. It has been 
clearly proved that niany of the Philofophers reje£^ed all future 
Punifhments, hecau/e they rejedled the Notioft of Tartarus, and 
all the infernal Torments. This, one would think, if Logic 
J)evany thing real, and not, too, a mere metaphorical Exprtf- 
Jion, was proving they were fomething more than figurative 
Words. For had they been fo confidered, why might not 
the Philofophefs have denied thefe in the literal Senfe, and ye( 
have retained the Do^lrine conveyed by t\^x^ ? Is it not ufoal 
to rejeft the Metaphor, and yet hold the Notion reprefented 
by it f It has often been averted in this very Controverfy, 
fhat a Chrijli^n need not efpoufe the common Account of 
Hell Torments, while he maintains the Reality of future Pa- 
pilhments. 

If fay thefe Gentlemen, Tartarus^ Sec. nuere MetaphorSt 
might not the Philofophers hold thefe to he literally true, and yet 
admit future Punifimentsf To this I reply. Yes : And wifli I 
could get as fair an Anfwer to my Queftion. For, fay I, if 
the PhiloJ^hep deny the Reality of all future Funijhments, he- 
caufe there «was no fucb Place as Tartarus ; is not this Demon* 
Juration thatTATtSLvai ^was confidered hy them as fomething more 
than a hare Metaphor ? But though Mr. J. may think fit to be 
filent, yet his \txy way of Reafoning, which owed him a good 
Turn, fpeaks for him, and fupports the thing he oppofes. 
For he all along takes it for granted, that the Rejeflion of a 
fnere figurative Reprefentation would not have obliged the An- 
cients to rejedi the thing conveyed by it: And yet it has been 
proved, as plain as Words and Fadls fupporting one another, 
pan prove any thing, that they did rejeB it. The Conclufion, 
then, from his own Reafoning, is that Tartarus was not con- 
sidered by them as a bare Metaphor. 

A Paffage from 0«u/V, cited above, plainly (hews that the 
popular Accounts of future Punilhments were fomething more 
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** If no one is to be allowed to believe a God, 
** and Providence and future State, which all dt-^ 
*• fend on each otber^ and were uniformly pro- 

« fefs'd 

than mere Metaphors. To (hew this in the cleareft Light, it 
will be oeceiTary to tranfcribe the following Pafiage from Mr. 
Jackfit^sjirft Pamphlet. " The Philofophers themfelves be- 
'* lieved nothing either of the corporeal Tranfmigration ; or 
'' of a futare State of fenfitive Pains and Pleafures in Tarta- 
rus or Efyfitm, though they taught them in their /«^//r 
DifcQurfis and political Writings^ to keep up the Belief of 
a rotate State, in the Minds of the common People, who 
were not, as they alledged, capable of receiving them un- 
der any other, than a material Reprefentation, and fenfi* 
tive and corporeal Images.** p. 70, 71. We are here told 
that the Metempfychofis» and common Account of infernal 
Torments were only figurative and allegorical Reprefentations 
of one and the fame State. And this is juft as true as the reil. 
(MJf who was well acquainted with the Greek Philofophy, 
and probably tranfcribed (bme Pythagorean Accounts of the 
Difputations of their Mailer, makes him confider thefe as two 
inconiiiient Accounts of very dlfierent and contrary States. 

O Genus attonitum ftolidae formidine mortis f 
Quid Styga, quid tenebras et nomina vana timetis, 
Materiem vatum, ^Ifique pericula mundi ? 
Corpora five rogus flam ma, feu tabe vetuftas 
Abftttlerit, mala pofle pati non ulla putetis. 
Morte carent animae, 'femperque, priore relifii 
Sede, novisdomibus vivunt habitantque recepta& 

Had they been confiderM as mere Metaphors, it Is impofli- 
ble that they fhould have been oppofed to each other, as ie- 
parate and inconiiiient States. Metaphors may vary, and 
fometimes fland ill together j but they can never be inconfi- 
Hent, while they have no Pretentions of their o<wn, but are 
the joint Reprefentatives of fome other, and that the fame 
thing. Future Puniihments are fometimes figured in Scrip- 
ture under the Image of the Worm that never dies ; fometimes 
under the Image of Brimftone, fed with Flames of Fire. But 
who ever thought they were inconfiftent with each other ? 

The Court Clown, in the Comic Poet, who had but one 
Anfwer to all kinds of Demands, and this, only,— O LorJ, 
Sir, was not a greater Proficient in his Art than our Cburt- 
Divines are in theirs. AJ^rati<ue Exprejffum anfwers all Dif- 
i^ti^ : And a Metaphor, a« (hadowy as it is^ is the fure 

Kefuge 
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f^fs^d by all Sefts of Philofophers, but Zpicu-^ 
reans and Pyrrbonifts^ or Atheijis aod Scep'^ 
** tics \ bccaufe feme metaphyfical Notion^ may 
** be mix*d with their Belief, which are either in 
*• themfelves abfurd, or which we fancy to be 
*< inconfiftent with ics^ what nnuft become of 
** Chriftians as well as Pagans f** Laft Drfence^ 
p. 6^. The learned Gentleman lays it down as 
a certain Maxim, that the Doflrine of a future 
State muft be fupported on true and proper No- 
tions of a Providence. Now, I*m afraid, it will 
appear, that feveral of the Stoics y how exaft fo- 
ever their Knowledge in Morality might b«; 
how highly foever they may be extolled by their 
modern Advocates, had entertained fome very 
irrational and abfurd Notions on this lad Subje^. 
Providence, according to them, was only to pre- 
fide over the World in general ; it was not kv^ 
pofed to defcend to particulars, or concern itlelf 
with you or me, or any Individual. " t,enOj 
** fays the Author of the Z). Z., held the fame 
*' kind of Providence, (/. e. a general one) that 

Refuge of every Blunderer who has got on. the wxong Side 
the C^eftion. If Pagan Philofophy is to be txaiud^ you can 
no fooner hint at the Spinonfm that runs thro' it, but ehe 
Anfwer is ready,— Af//tf^i&tfr/Vfl/ ExfrtJJkns : If Chrifiian 
Religion is to be brought doiun to a mere Republication of the 
Law of Nature; and Redemption, Satisfa^iony and Sacrifice 
Hand in our way $ then, hey again, for analogical and ji^ir- 
rative Terms. This is the new Compendium of controverfial 
Divinity. By the Aid of this our Metaphyfician has wrote 
three Books upon one Subjed, without ever coming to the 
Queftion ; that is, without anfwering one Argument of the 
A^verfaries he writes againfl. To be ferious on this Matter, 
and aik fuch Writers for their Love .of Truth, would, I am 
^perfuaded, give them a law Opinion of your Underilanding. 
I would call upon them, by fomething they have more gx, 
Heart, their Love ofControverJy: For if they go on thus, ,1 
mnfttell them plainly, it will loon he at an£nd: And ww 
wiB they be r^ zn ? 
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^< the human Species was the Care of Hemn^ 
** but in fuch a Senfe as the celefti^l Orbs are/' 
Cotta^ fpeaking of the Dodrine of the St(n€s^ 
fays, Non animadvertunt, inquit, omnia dii: 
Ne regesquidemi Quid eft fimile? Reges enim 
fi icientes praepermittunt, magna culpa eft. {Ci- 
cero de N.D.iiu 37.) Again, Non curat (Deus) 
fingulos homines. Non mirum, ne civitates qui- 
dem. Non eas ? Ne nationes quidem et gentes. 
(c. 39.) Galen too charges them with the 
&me Notion ; with holding that God was to di- 
rect and govern the World in general 5 but with- 
out extending his Care to, or giving any At- 
tention to the Afiairs of Individuals *. 

Such were the Sentiments of many among the 
old Stoics 5 and I muft leave it to the learned 
Gentleman himfelf to judge, whether Men pof- 
fcis'd of fuch Notions were likely to believe a 
future State. Their Providence was fo limited 
and confined, that it was not fuppofed to defcend 
to Particulars. Thefe therefore could not be con- 
fidered as the Objeds of its Care and Infpe&ion ; 
and if fo, it could not be concerned to punifh or 
reward them in this World or the next. 

If we may believe a learned Ancient, this 
Doftrine was intirely fubverfive of a future State ; 
he tells us, that they who held it, did really and 
aftually rejeft the Dodrine of another Life ^ 
and, what is more to our Purpofe, that they did 
rejed it in Conskiuince of this very Notion. 

* Scoici rebis ofim3>as iiiBacam (Deuno} volanty iifqne fi- 
xnilem efieftttm, cam iifdem moveri^ atque illamm habere 
•pTOvkkntiam dixerant; iUi tamtn ttt eun^a ilU quidem gither" 
nit, fei tawnn mulUus rei atram ftcuUariter babeat. Id ipfam 
fipicnros confirmat, ait emm beatam feterDomque naturam, 
nee rncMUam caperr^ sec diCeri afore. -Di Hifi§ria Phi* 

4 •* Thcr^ 
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•* There are fome, lays Jujlin Martyr^ who en- 
.deavour to perfuade us, that Providence pre- 
jfides only oyer the World in general, but does 
•' not extend to you or me or any Individual.-^ 
** Now we may eafily fee the Drift and Defign 
*' of this Doftrine. It was, adds he, that they 
*' might be at Liberty to indulge themfelves in 
** all kinds of Vice and Wickednefs, as having 
** no fuperior Power to check and controiri 
*' them »>." * 

After all I (hall readily allow that thefe very 
Stoics did often fpeak of a Providence in a more 
inlarged Senfe. All that will follow from hence 
is, that they were very various and ineonfiftent 
in their Profeflions on this Head. I do not know 
whether Mr. J, will impute this to the Pradlice 
of the double DoSirine^ or to real Inconfiftency 
in thefe ancient Sages. But to whichever he im- 
putes it, I know that it will be impoflible for him 
to derive any Advantage to his Hypothefis from 
it. If he gives it to real Inconfiftency, how 
were the Philofophers uniform in their Profeffiors 
as he tells us in the very Paffage I have juft cited ? 
If he afcribes it to the double Docfrine^ he muft 
allow that this I have been here defcribing was 
a fecret and private Notion, as it is hard to con- 
ceive with what View, it Ihould be taught and 
inculcated to the People at large. Now if this 
was a fecret and private Notion, it is evident 
that the Mode of Providence believed by the 

^H/wa( tnrtxw^tftrt v^Hf, uq vs fJ5p SYMnANTOS, xat AT- 
T12N TON r£N£2N KAI ElAllN, iVifiO^Hra^ $cof, EMor 
&'e xai £OT ovK sri Ken t» KABEKADTA— *TtiTo ^s vkh etv- 

$w. DiaL cum Tryph. 

' Sioics 
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Sl^ia was fuch as had no neceflary Connexion 
with the Doftrine ot another Lite. 

And here I muft beg Leave to cite a Paflage 
of Chryfippus^ in which he endeavours to obviate 
the Objeftion that is made againft Providence 
from the Calamities and Afflictions of good 
Men. His Solutipn of the Diificulty is this. 
As to thefe AiHidions, " they may tfe owing to 
*' mere Careleffnefs and Negled in God, as a 
** few Grains of Corn may be fcattcr'd and xnif- 
*' laid in a large Family, while things arc ma- 
naged very well in the main. Or they may 
be owing to the Influence of evil Beings, wha 
do things which really deferve Reproach and 
" Blame'/' But left neither of thefe Solutions 
fliould be thought fufficient, he adds, " That 
" many things were owing to mere Neceffity.** 
It docs indeed, as Plutarch upon the Place ob- 
ferves, fhew great Levity, to compare the Suf- 
ferings and Afflidions of the beft Men -, the Ex- 
ecution of Socrates^ the Tortures of Zeno^ to the 
Trifles mentioned in the firft Sentence. But after 
all, what an irrational and abfurd Account of 
things is this? Had he fuppofed that Men were 
fcnt by their Creator into the prefcnt World as 
a State of Trial, or School of Difcipline ; that 
they were to improve and prepare themfelves for. 
Eternity ; is it poflible that he fliould have 
had recourfe to any of the miferable Solutions 
here mentioned ? However, take which you will 
of the three Suppofitions, all you can infer from 

vct^aiirlu rtva. Trtrv^Uf xat woo-oi tfv^oi rivtq, ruv oTuav nv ctxovo* 
fitifSlium, n ^icb TO xat^ii'a^eu w^i ruv To(ot;ra;t> ^onfAdvia (pavT^al 

To Tu? «'•«/«*}? fte|«t;^^fln, Plutarch\ De Stoicorum Repttgnantits. 
p. ii>5i.£d. Xyland. 

It 
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it !s» that his Notion of a Providence was ftrange* 
ly embarraffed and perplexed 5 that it would not, 
by any dear and natural Confequence, lead him 
to the Belief of another Life. 

Laftly, I muft take Notice, that the learned 
Dr. Sykes has advanced a Principle, which, if 
admitted, will oblige us to conclude, that the 
Stoics could have no preset Notion of a Pro^ 
vidence. *' Were God the Soul of the Univerfej 
** united to it as our Souls are to us, he muft be 
** affeffed by it, as our Souls are by our Bodies* 
** He would be a Part of the Univerfe, not the 
•* Governor of it. He would not be the Caufe 
** or Author of it more than our Souls are of 
*• our Bodies.'^ ConneSfion of Natural and Re- 
vealed Religion^ p. 83, 4. Now *tis certain and 
undeniable, that, according to the Syftem of the 
StoicSy God was truly and properly the Soul of 
tie Univerfe^ united to it as our Souls are to lis. 
Nam e duobus aiunt componi ; e fpiritu, qui 
eft mundi anima, et mundo, qui Ipiritus il- 
lius eft corpus ; baud aliter ac nos^ ex anima 
** et corpore conjiamus,*^ p. 724. Vojftus de The- 
clogia Gentili.. " The Stoics^ fays Diogenes Laer- 
** tius ^, fuppofe that the World is governed 
** by Mind, which permeates and pervades every 
*♦ Part of it, in the lame manner as the human 
** Soul permeates and pervades the Body.** If 
then this Union muft of courfe deftroy the No- 
tion of a Providence ; if, as Dr. Sykes affures us^ 
God, on this Suppofition, could not be confi- 
der*d as Governor of the World 5 it is plain and 
evident, that the Stoics could not confider him in 
this light 

^ Toy ^9 xwya» h^iWBta^ai xara w» leai v^aroimr, m^ aaeea 
atrm (m^ ^wotl^ Tif w, KAeAO^F £<»' HMON THS irX* 
tUZ. Lib.vii. 

" But 
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Bat 00 proceed to another Point. Ifi hJs Te- 
ftimonJes Mr. J. infifts much upon the Notion 
of a geileral Renovation •, he gives it as a clear 
and certain Propf, that the 5/(7rVj really believed 
a future State. To this Purpofe he urges * the 
following Words of Cbryjippus. •* It was the 
** Opinion of the Stoics^ that it was by no Means 
** imporiible (/. e. that it was probable) that, 
** after Death, and fome determined Periods of 
** Time, we (hall be reftored again to the fame 
•* State in which we now are.** 

Again ^ : " After the general Conflagradon, 
*^ the Stoics believed a new State of things would 
•* follow, and a Reftoration of all things (Men^ 
** Animals, £f?r.) which had exifted before to 
" a new State of Life and Being. This made 
^* foffie Chriftian Writers think that the Opinion 
** of th^ Stoics was not much different from the 
«* Chriftian Doftrinc of the Refurreftidn/* 

Before we enter upon this Argument, it will be 
neceflary to fay fomething of thofe Changes and 
Revolutions of Nature, fo often mentioned by the 
Stoics. They held then that the prefent Frame of 
Things would fubfift for a certain Period' of Time ; 
at the Conclufion of which it was to bediffolved 
and confumed by a general Conflagration. Butj 
after the Deft ruftion of the prefent World, ano- 
ther was to rife up in its ftead \ this was to re- 
tnain for a fixed and ftatcd time, was after that to 
be diflblved, and fucceeded by a iww one. Thus 
a Series of Worlds were to revolve in a i^gukr 
and fucc^flive Order ; the Duration of each was 
limited to a certain Age, beyond which it could 
not 'pifs. The prefent Queftion is confined t6 
the neict Revolution, orthat new World, wTiich, 

** 1*srgc 97. ^ Page 98. 

after 
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after the Dlflfolution of the prefent, was to be 
reared up and erefted in its Stead Mr. Jackfon 
prefents us with this new State of Things, in order 
to confirm and eftablifli his Opinion, that the 
Stoics believed the Doctrine of another Life \ as 
if this Do£lrine was plainly and neceflarily con- 
tained in the Notion of the general Renovation. 
I, forniy>part, can find, in this Renovation, no 
Strokes^ no Refemblance of the religious Doc- 
trine of a future State. Firft, 

Antiquity gives us two very different Accounts 
of this Matter. We are fometimes told that 
this new World was to be (locked and replenifli*d 
with the very fame Men^ who had before lived 
in this. But then there are Writers T«ho endea- 
vour to perfuade us, that the Inhabitants of this 
new World were to be as frefli and new as the 
World itfelf ; that they were not the felf iame 
Perfons, who had lived before in this, but others, 
who were to refemble them in a very particular 
and exaft Manner. Wc need not ftay to deter- 
mine which of thefe Accounts is moft authentic ; 
for whichever Way the Queftion is decided, 
whichever of the two Opinions is allowed this 
learned Writer to make his beft of, we lliall be 
enabled effedlually to overthrow every thing he 
has advanced on this Head. Firft, there are 
Authors who tell us, that the Inhabitants of the 
old World were not to be reftored at the general 
Renovation ; but that the new Scene was to be 
filled and occupied by a new Race of Men. " The 
«* Stoics fuppofe thefe Revolutions not only with 
^' regard to Mankind, but even the Gods and 
<« immortal Beings. For after the general Con- 
** flagration, which has happen'd an infinite 
*' Number of times in paft Ages, and will hap- 
" pen as often hereafter, the &me Face and Or- 

*« der 
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*^ dcrof Things, from the Beginning to the End, 
*' has been, and ever will be preferved* Now 
the StoicSy endeavouring to remove this Ab- 
furdity, fay that the Perfons, who are to Jive 
*' in thefe future Revolutions, will bear the moft 
** near and ftrid Refemblance to thofc who lived 
•* in the preceding ones. It was not the fame 
Socrates y who was to appear and rife again, 
but ibme one exaftly like him, — he was not 
to marry the . fame Xantippe^ but one, who 
was to refemble her moft exaftly in all her 
good Qualities ; he was not to be accufed by 
the fame Sycophants Anytus and Melitus^ but 
by others of the very fame Stamp and Cha- 
" rafter 8.*' 

Stoicis tamen non eadem qua nunc funt renafci- 
tura, fed WYisJimilia tantum (non eundem^ verbi 
gratia, Socratem^ fed huic & virtute t? fortuna 
geminum) videtur potius placuifTe ^. 

If now we admit this Opinion, which afljgns 
this new World to different Men ; the learned 
Writer will never be able to prove from hence, 
that the Sloics believed another Life, or that 
they hdd a future State, in which Men were to 
be rewarded, and puniflied in Proportion to the 
Merit and Demerit of their Aftions in the pre- 

6 Yrvntup et vXiiVf » ftovoy rnf ra* ^vruv Tripm^o* roiocvrmp 
tWM ^xTi9f a^^a xa» mv rw adai»araff koh rvf xccr* avrn; ^uf9' 
fMTot y«g rn9 T» n'arro( BKTTv^uo'iv Awet^ouci^ yivofiivm, xon ouirH" 
^axtf «^c^irij», «} avTii t«|k *«" «?%*»? f*^X?* tsT^j? vsrtnm ye- 
^s Tf ita,\ gfcci, vupufpufi fievroi Bt^x'xnvetv tfftti ret^, a^rs/x^acTA; 

uarct Wi^io^v ro^; avo rv9 vportpuv 9rt^(«^y VMnrui. iva (ati Sa>- 
x^ami seaXiv ytpfircHf ciT^y^ coTrecp^XT^Kroq t»s t« HuttparBi, yet- 
(Ajiorut avct^y^^MTOf nrrif Zce,f^iW7rr,f, xa% ttetrtiy^io^ria'ofMVo^ vwo 
a%wf»7^X»ftrv» A»vr» xa% MtXiru. Origenes contra C^lfum, 
1. iv. £d. Spen. p. 208, 209. 

^ Annotationes D* Aceriana* in Mar. Antonin. 1. x. ^. 3X* 

G fent 
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fent Life. For the Doftrine of a future Statt 
fuppofes that ibe felf fame Perfans are to appear 
again in the next' World ; but the Stoics affign 
this new World ^to different Perfons. They 
ftrike therefore at the very Effcnce and Foun- 
dation of another Life ; they Ciit off aH Poffi- 
bility of Rewards and Punilhments, as they d6 
not introduce the fame Perfons into this new State. 
So much for the Diverfity' of Perfons. But let 
ijs now foppofe that the vefy fanie Perfons werb 
to revive and appear again •, and then let us fee 
whether this might be confidered as a future State 
of Rewards and PunifhmcMits. When we fpeak 
of luch a State, we mean a State, which is to 
redlify the Diforders, and corredt the Inequalities 
of the prefeiit Life ; where good Men are to be 
happy, and the Wicked miferable. But was this 
the Cafe in tbefe future Revolutions ? The very 
contrary. The Righteous were to fuffer, and the 
Wicked to flour ifli andtriunfiph, juft as they do 
on this Side the Grave. Thus, " Socrates wais 
*^* at the next general Revolution to live again in 
" the very fame Cir€umft:ances,-^to be bt)rn of 
*^* the fame Parents, to be educated in the fame 
" City, to apply himfelf to the fame Studies, 
** and to undergo the fame matrimonial Difci- 
" pline. He was to be accufed by the fame Sy- 
" cbphants ; coftdemned by the fame Judges^ 
••' and then to fubmit to the fame Fate ^"; 

' Origenes contra Celfum, 1. v. p. 244, 5. ^xo-i rf) t^n? 

TTf^to^o; TOMVTo, ia-B(r^a.i, xen TuK^arnt 'TraXtv l,cj<p^ovKTX8 vio9 xdi 
Adiiticciov etrscr^at.— K«j AvvTo<; x»i MgX»To? uvetrr.O'QvTai, 'Tear 
Titir SwjK^aTa? xarnyopot, xui n cj A^ua waya ^sT^vi xccla^^ 
xatreroLi, roy Stfxgarijj'.— And he adds, that Phelaris aftd Al^X' 
ander were to rife again at this general Renorati&n, and to 
exercife the very fame Afts of Tyranny and Cracky, as they 
had d&&e before. 

This 
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This general Reftoration is d^fcribed by Neme-^ 
ftUs in much the fame Manner. ^ He lays, " that 
** at a certain Period the World would be de- 
ftroyed : That it would J^e afterwards reftored, 
that all things would happen in the very fame 
Order as they had done before : T\i2XSocrat€5y 
and PlatOy and every^ one elfe, would be again 
*' called into Being, live with the very fame 
*' Friends and Citizens, and in every Particular 
*' meet with the fame Adventures j That this 
** Reftitution was not to be made once only, but 
** often ; that it was to be repeated at certain Pe- 
•' ric^s, without End, and to all Eternity : That 
the Face of things would be no ways diverfified 
and changed, not even with regard to the mofh 
•' particular and minute Circumftance. Some (he 
** Jays) pretend that the Chriftians borrowed their 
*' Notion of another Life from this Dodtrine : 
** But (he adds) they are gr of sly miftaken. For the 
** Scriptures teach that the Dead will be once re- 
*' ftored to Life; and not that this will be re- 
** peated at certain Periods ^.'* 
. And Tatian gives much the lame Account : 
We miift rejeft the Doflrine of Zenoy which 
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* Cap. 38. ne§» fvatui flB»0^«7rB.— Eic«ro«'«*'Ti} '»^ortp»vi* 

xpatTfiVp Kcih Tl^etTuvUf fteu txet^'of ru9 ei»Qaaitoiv cut toi? avr^ii ko.^ 
^(XoK x«» oroXiTftK. ««» rat avrcc vuano'^c^t koh Ta avra furoc 

xac^is'ccff^oci, ^WEO'Sflw ^6 rnv airGX»7ar»a-iv ra «ra»To$ ov^ aw»|» 
aXX« tffoyO^Muq. frcaXXoy ^ nq ufretpoy xm arfXst;Ti]Tov roL avToi 
e^oxaBtret^^Ui. rovf ^i ^sov^ rovf fArt vfroxetfjuivov^ rv) fBopot rowrn 
mmt^mxoTai/Bno'mfTi^ fMu vrtpto^ y&uoicHt %x nravrini vwrot rat 
fis9i\orra iJic^ai sv rem s|)}; orspto^oi?. ti^iv y»^ liVoy iffta^»h 
^ot^et ra ystofjutta. vpors^ot^ aTshu varva ucravru^ a7F»p»X>iCtxraq 
axi^i xai ruf cXa;g»r<»y. xah h» ruvrft* rn» avoxdtareta'iv, fch% 

^ et^aiecciya^ raurni wrc^rcurtaii tten qv t^atra flrspio^oy fffBcr^au, ra rm 
'" %firov /Jbla^w AoyM», • 

G 2 «^ teaches^ 
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•' teaches, that, after the general Conflagration^ 
*' the fame Men will appear again, and be en- 
•' gaged in the fame A&ions.^^Jnytus and Meli-^' 
*'* /«j will again accufe the Innocent-, Buftris will 
•* again facrifice Strangers, and Hercules will un- 
•' dergo his former Labours */* 

And what was all this but a Revival of the 
old Scene, a bare Repetition of the former Life 
without any the leaft Difference in the moft par- 
ticular and minute Circumftance ? The Identity 
of the Perfon will not therefore contribute much 
to fupport the Conformity which is here fupgofed 
between the Stoical Doftrine of a general Reno- 
vation, and the common Notion of a future State. 
If it be the felf fame Socrates^ who is to appear 
and rife again \ let it be remembered that he is 
to marry the felf fame Xaniippey to be arraigned 
by the lame Sycophants, and to be condemned 
by the fame Judges. No Glympfe or Shadow 
of any Retribution : Happinefs and Mifery are 
to be difpenfed in the fame unequal Meafure as^ 
they are at prefent. 

The very Paffage produced by Mr, Jack/on ^ 
from Chryftppusy in Support of bis own Notion, 
will of itfelf prove this. *'- It was the Opinion 
*^ of the Stoics^, that after Death and fome de- 
*' ter mined Periods of Tioie, we JhaU be again 
*« reftored to the Sialij in which we now arey 
Had I fearched all Antiquity for a Paffage to cfta- 
blifli and confirm the Doftrine I am here main- 
taioingy I could not have found one more perti- . 
nent, and decifive " of the Pcnnt I would fep- 

port, 

' Tatiani Oratio ad Graecos, % v. i Ton yttf Zj»mw» ^i» nw 
avToii, Xtyu) Avolw Mm MbXilov ion ra su^lnyoftti, B»<ri^iir h sar^. 

» Mr. ^. Aas been pleafcd to r«fer to this Place in his 

ufual 
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port, than this, which the Jearned Writer brings 
with a profeffed Defign to confute and overthrow 
it ; " We fliall be reftored again to the State in 
** which we now are/* And can a Reftoration 
to a State like the prefent be compared to the 
common Doftrine of another Life ? Are a State 
of Retribution^ and a State deftitute of Rewards 
and Punifhments, one and the fame thing ? 

Again 5 with regard to thefe feveral Renova- 
tions, whether of the Stoics or other Sefts, we. 
may obferve that they were all purely pbjifical and 
fatal I and therefore what Force can they have, 
in the prefent Queftion, which is confined ^o a 
State of Retribution, that is allowed to he free 






nfual Manner. " Our Critic would have as think that Chrjf 
Jippu's believed nothing of a future State, becaufe he believed 
that it was not improbable, but that after Death and fome 
** deiertnin^d Periods if times ^ twejhall again be reflored to the 
** State, in <which <ufe now are. And this our Critic thinks 
" dectfive agtinft the Doftrine of another Life." p. 47. Now 
Mrould not any one, who reads this, naturally imagine^ that 
I had produced this Paffage of Chryjiffus^ in order to prove 
that he difbelieved another Life ? and y^x. we iee it was only 
alled^ to (hew that the State and pondition of things after 
the general ReHoration was to be jull the fame as it is now.> 
Honeft Man? how hard is he put to it, when he loves 
Truth ib well to be thus forced to cog, and palm, and fliufHe 1 
and all to keep his Philofophers above Water. But he goes 
on. " Cbryfippus believed the Souls of wife or good Men ex^ 
** ified *with God after Death tilt the general Conflagration^. 
" and that after that they might probably be reilor'd again, 
*' to the State they liv'd inhere: Therefore, conclude. 
*\ oar two acute Critics, it is deciiive that Cbryfippus believed 
" nothing of another Life after this." p. 48. Let his beft 
Friends now bear Witnels of this my Promife, that on his 
ihewing the Reader the PaiTage where I make this Conclufion^ 
1 will give hiia up the reft of the Cbntroverfy. This is all 
I will fay to fo notorious a Falfhood. For no Language but' 
his own can treat it as it deferves. And that, which is the 
only Thing he caa teach, I confefs I (hould be very unwilling 
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Ww^ moral? Origen *", fpeaking of the Followers of 
Pla^oznd PythagoraSy fays, " They affirm that at 
'' certain fixed and ftated Periods, the Stars will 
return to the fame Order and Pofition which they 
had before ; and that then the Face and Appear- 
ance of things upon Earth will be juft the lame, 
as when the heavenly Bodies were before in this 
•' Situation, When therefore the Stars return to the 
*' fame Places, in which they were fituated in the 
T'lmt^oi Socrates y the neccffaryConfequenceis, 
that Socrates Ihall undergo the fame Sufferings, 
be accufed by the fame Perfons, and condemned 
by the fame Court of Juftice/* Servius con- 
firms the fame -, he explains the Opinion of the 
Philofophers in this manner. ** At the Conclu- 
** fion of the great Tear^ the Stars will, return 
to the very fame Points, from which they ori- 
ginally moved ; and then are to revolve again 
in the fame Order. And if the Stars revolve in 
the fame Order^ all things^ that have heerty 
mufi be again repeated. For all things depend, 
intirely on the Motion of the Stars °.'* 
It is remarkable that Servius fpeaks of the Phi- 
lofophers in general, and does not confine himfelf 
to any one Se6t. But Nemeftus gives this very 

" Tun yst^ arept'v Jtctla, Tiv«$ Trt^io^tf^ ri\a,y{ASfa^ Tsq avTHi ^X"^* 
lietlio-fAHi xaci a^icretq ircoi aXAnXs; TittyJeoLVQvrm^ ^^ravlet ret ivi yri; 
ofAonoi ^X^^ "^^^^ '^^ '^'^ ^^'^° ^X'if^^ '^^^ <''%878«5 rav etrtpvv Wf^»- 
«;i^fy icocrfA9^, avocfxvi TOiwr xalex, rurov to» Xoyor, ruv art^Uf e« 
fAXK^a^ Vi^iQ^ovi^^ nut £7r» rviv avrrtV o^iffiv ir^o<; aXXiiXt;?, owoiai' 
«%o» ewt Yuju^oLraq, •araXn' 2)wx^aT>j ytn<T^a.i ex ruv avrojv, ttoa to. 
»vra 'fra.Betv xal»j/o^8f6i»c» wo tij? i| ApEiu ffceya ^aX»7J. Contra 
Celfuni, lib. v. 

® Di)cit etiam finitis faeculis omnia revocari, quod & philo- 
fophi ita colligunt ; quod, exafto magno anno, omnia lydera 
in ortus fuos ^edeurit } & rarfus rcferuntur eodem motu. Si 
igitur idem efl fyderum motus, omnia quae fuerunt, habebunt 
reiterationem. Nam univerfa ex aftrorum motu pendent. 
^7/j//. Ec/ys^, iv. 

Doftrinc 
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Doftrine to the Stoics in the moft diredt and ex- 
prcfe Terms. *' The Stoics^ lays he, affert that 
** when tfae_ Planets fliall return to the very fame 
" Points in the Heavens, in which they were 

originally placed, when the World was made; 

a general Conflagration will arife and confume 
** all things- But then the World will be re- 
*^ ftored again to its former State; and, Jsnce the 
'* Siars are to move in the very fame Order as they 
*' did before { every Tranfadlion and Event of the 
*' preceding State will be again repeated in the 
'* very fame Manner. Plato and Socrates will live 
*' again in the fame Country, converfe with the 
" fame Citizens and Friends, &?^. p" 

If then the learned Writer could prove that the 
V try fame Men were to be reftored at the general 
Renovation ; that they were to. be happy and 
miferable in Proportion to the Merit and Demerit 
of their former Lives ; he would be ftill on .the 
wrong Side the Poll : For as all this would have 
been afcribed to pure Neceffity and Fate^ it would 
be quite wide of the prefcnt Queftion. 

Again : Not content to demonftrate that the 
Philofophers believed another Life, he affirms too 
in his Title Page, that their Doftrine of it was 
CONSISTENT WITH Re ASON. In his fecond Piece 
he repeats the fame, and tells v&% " That he has 
*' fhewn at large the Reasonableness of their 
^* Doftrine on this Head,^* But if their Notion of 

P 0( h l/r^^xoi (pctffvt otvoK^t^trctiAefiiq rm ichxvnraifi «; re avro 
cruif/^oy jloIa rs /x^ixpf xa» vXvrot;^ s»B» ti^v ecpx^i^ sxuroi riv, ore to 

^av rm oylw? awspyaf so^Sa* x,cn ^raXiv s| t/5rap;^ij^ «? to mjto roy 
xo(r{/LO¥ a9rox«$t5-aa"§ai. TUN ASTEP12N OMOIQS HAAJN 
4>£F0M£N12N, tua^ot sv rui ^r^ors^sc srs^io^ci; ytvofMvov aftcaoaXy^ax." 

*ru<i etvortXsur^M, And then follows the PafTage above cited, 
IJeMffius de Fato^ c. zxxviii. 
? Page 5 8, 

G 4 a future 
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a future State Was fuch as he here gives it, upon 
the Authority of Chry/tppus, its^Reafonablenejs^ I 
prefume, may fairly be difputed. Is it reafonahle 
that the SufFerings of the Righteous, and the PrO- 
fpcrity of the Wicked fliould be again repeated in 
another Life ? Is it reafonable that Happinefs and 
Mifcry (hould for ever be difpenfcd with the fame 
Inequalities as they are now ? For that they were 
for ever to be difpenfed in the fame Manner, wa$ 
the clear and unqueftioned Doftrine of the Stoics. 
Thus Numenius informs us, ** that thefe Revolu- 
*^ tions were to fucceed each other in a perpetual 
^* and endlefs Circle '. 

But as the Reafonahlenefs of their Dodrine is fb 
much inGfted on by this learned Gentleman, I 
muft beg leave to mention another Circumftance, 
which feems to me intirely deftruftive both of 
his Reafon and theirs. Obferve then in what 
Manner they introduce Men into this new Scene. 
Veniet iterum qui nos in lucem reponet dies, 
quern multi recufarent, nifi ohlitos reduceret. 
Seneca Ep. 36. 

Strange Preparative for a future State of Re- 
wards and Punifhments ! they were, you fee, to 
be ftript of all Memory and Senfe of their preced- 
ing Lives 5 they were to be dragged into Exiftence, 
under a perfeft Ignorance and Oblivion of all that 
had hitherto happened to them ; they were not fb 
much as to know that they had exifted before. In 
this Situation, it was impoffible for them to con- 
fider their State and Condition in this new World, 
whatever it was, as the Reward and Punifliment 
of their Aflions in the preceding State : And what 

Eufehius Pr/cp. Evang. 1.x v. c. 19. And Nmefius told us, in 
very plain and dired TermSj| that thefe Reyolucions were ta 
continue to all Eternity. 

Judge 
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jfudge ever thou^t of keeping the Objefts of hb 
Tribunal perpetually ignorant of their Sentence ? 
Whether the learned Writer reflcfted upon this 
Circumftance, when he talked of the Reafon- 
abUnefs of the Philofophd^' future State^ I won't 
pretend to lay : Or whether he confidered that 
the very Epicureaks themfelves would go 
Snacks in his Compliment, is as little worth de* 
ciding. Yet we muft do Juftice to this illuftriout 
Seft : For they too held it poffible that the fame 
Men after Death might appear again ; that they 
might again be brought into Being in fome di'^ 
ftant Age. But then, as they were to bcdivefted 
of all Senfe and Memory of their former Lives^ 
they did not look upon themfelves as at all \vmt^ 
efted and concerned in the State and Condition of 
this future Life. 

Nee fi riiateriam noftram conlegerit ascas 
Poft obicum, rurfumque redegerit ut fica nunc eft, 
Aique iterum nobis fuerint data lumina vitae, 
Pertineat quidquam tamen ad nos id 

<iUOQUE FACTUM, 
InTERRUPTA SEifEL CUM SIT RePETENTIA 

NOSTRA. Lucretius^ 

And fhould we fay that they held the very fame 
Retx)vations with the Stoics themfelves, we have 
the Authority of St. Jerom to juftify us in this 
Point ». 

t Nee putemus figna atque prodigia, 6c multa quse arbitrio 
D^i oova in mundo fiunt, in prioribus faeculis efTe jam fa^a, 
fcf beum rnvenire Epicurunii qui ajferit pet innumerahiUs ferio- 
4^s eadtm^ l^ iifdem in hcisy ^ per eojdem fieri, Alioquin &| 
Judas crebro prodidit, & Chriflus fsepe paflus eil pro nobis,£5fr. 
In EeeUfiafi. c. i. This Teftimony is defigned for yix.Jacifitis 
file Ufe ; *(is hoped he wilt receive it with proper Deference 
mid Refpe^, as it comes from one of thofe very Writers, to 
^{iQn^ bf fipn^s i|s fgr I^ifem^cion on this Point. : 

An<J 
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And now the learned Author, with the beft 
Grace in the World, proceeds. " This made 
*' fome* Chriftian Writers think that the Opi- 
" nion of the Stoics was not much different 
" from the Chriftian *Do6l:rine of the Refurrec- 
^' tion." And for this we are referred to Ckmens 
oi Alexandria and Nemefius. As for Clemens^ that 
he was, upon all Occafions, (as was the common 
Failing of hisTime) fond of finding out fome Re- 
fcmblance betweea the Doftrine of the Scriptures 
and the Pagan Syftem ; that he was ever ready to 
ftrain and warp things, in order to give the better 
Colour to this imaginary Likenefe, is an evident 
Faft, and known to all, who are the leaft con- 
verlant in the Writings of this great Man. Thus 
Plato^ if we may believe'him, ftole his Notion of 
the Ideal World from Chap, xxii.of the Book of 
Genefis. (Sirom. v. p. 583.) Now, after fuch a 
Difcovery, we fhall hardly be furprifed to find him 
comparing the future Revolutions of the Stoics to 
thp Scripture Doftrine pf a future State. All we 
Ihall be furprifed at, is, that he fhould at this time 
of day be cited to prove, not only againft the Pri- 
mifive Writers abovementioned, but even againft 
Cbry/ippus himfelf, that this Renovation wascon- 
fidered as a State of future Rewards and Punifti- 
ments. And, what increales the Surprife, is, that 
the learned Mr. Jackfon could. not but know, that 
this very* Paffage had been objcfted to Qemens on- 
this Score ; that he had hence been charged, with 
fuppofing a Likenefs between the Dpftrines of 
Philofophy and the Gofpel, without the leaft 
Foundation in Truth and real Faft ^ 

The Authority of Clemens will then, I fear, add 
very little Weight to this other Side of the Que- 

^ Le CIcrc*a Epiftols Critic^; p. 14J 
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ftion. The Caufc muft furely be near expiring, 
or the learned Gentleman would never have had 
Recourfe to fuch difcredited Evidence. 

For Proof of this he appeals too to Nemefius 
de Fato^ c. xxxviii. Would not any one now ima- 
gine that Nemeftus^ or fome Cbrijlian Writer had 
declared in this Place, " that this Opinion of the 
*' Stoics was not much different from the Scrip- 
** ture Doftrine of a future State ? " But Neme* 
ftus is fo far from affirming this, that he affirms 
the diredt contrary, that is, he afTerts the very 
thing I contend for, thai the two DoHrines were 
very different. 

He docs indeed fay, that fome imagined the 
Scripture Doftrine to be borrowed from this Prin- 
ciple of the Stoiqs ; but then he does not fay, with 
Mr. Jackfon^ that thefe were Cbrijiian Writers. 
And if it was an Infidel Objeftion, 'tis nothing to 
the Purpofe of our prefent Argument, However 
he does fay, in direft Con tradition to Mr. Jac,k* 
fon^ that they who talked in this manner, were ^ 
grofsfy miftaken. But I hjve already given the 
whole PaflTage from Nemefius ; and if the Reader 
can find any thing in it, in Favour of the Do- 
ftrinel.am here oppofing, 1 ftiall readily take 
upon myfelf the Shame of having endeavoured to 
fupport my Point by a Tcftimony, that makes 
direftly againft it. . 

As to this Notion of future Renovations, whe- 
ther borrowed from the Stoics or other Sefts, *tis 
certain that it infefted the Chriftian Church in 
the firft Ages. St. Jerom charges it on Origen.. 
Origeni tuo licet traftare jugTeftv^vp^oJo-^v, innumera- 
biles mundos introducere, & rationabiles creaturas 
aliis atque aliis veftire corporibus; Cbrijiumque 
4icere fepe paffum^ 6? fapius pajfurmn \ There 

•! Ap<)logia jid Rufgnuxn. 

cannot, 
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cannot, I think, be a more clear and convincing 
Proof, that thefe general Reftorations were very 
different from the Scripture Doftrine of another 
Life : How horridly mufl: we pervert and mifre- 
prefcnt Scripture, before we can make it give any 
Countenance to the execrable Dodrine I have here 
mentioned ? 

And here, again, we fee, as Mr. Warburton 
obferves, the fatal EfFefts of too clofe an Attach- 
ment to the Pagan Syftems ; how grofsly it led 
Men to pervert and corrupt the Gofpel in the 
early Ages. 

It is, I find, after all, the Opinion of foroe 
learned Men, that thefe feveral Revolutions,which 
make fo much Noife in Antiquity, do really bear 
a ftrong Refemblance to the Scripture DoArine of 
another Life. Mr. Jortin^ in his late very rational 
I>ifcourfeSy feems to have confidered them in this 
Light. He fpeaks of them as a Reftitution to € 
happier State ; a Reftitution of things to their an- 
cient Beauty and PerfeRions^ p. 102, 3. But in 
what did this PerfeSlion^ Beauty^ and Happinefi 
confift "^ ? The material World was to be framed 
in the very fame Manner as it now is. If the 
moral World was to be reftored to its ancient 
Beauty and Perfeftion, in this it had no Advan- 
tage over the prefcnt State. The firft Ages were 
indeed to be diftinguiflied by the Purity and Sim: 
plicity of their Manners, much in the lame Man- 
ner, as the firft Inhabitantsof this World were laid 
to have been before them. But then it was fup* 
pofed that they would foon fink into the fame Dc-? 

' Ita relinqui nihil pneter igne;n, a qao rurfam animante ac 
deo renovatio mundi fieret, atque idim Qrnatus orirecar. Cicero, 
4e Nat, Dmunix h ii. c. 4$, 

pravity 






pravity and Q)rruption, which fo much prevails 
in the prefent State of things y. 

This Samenefs of the feveral fucceeding Worlda. 
was held likewife by Pythagoras and Plato. *• At 
'* certain fixed and ftated times, every thing which 
*' had before appeared, was to revive and rife 
'* again ; but nothing new, abfolutely new, was 
•• ever to be *," 
Plutarch confirms the fame, ** That at the ge* 
neral Reftoration there would be the very fame 
Appearance of Things and Perfons ; the fame 
•* Men were to be engaged in the fame Scenes of 
" Life, to difcharge their feveral Offices in the 
*' fame manner, and to (hare the feme Fortune, 
•' without the leaft Viciflitude or Change ^** 

Celfus too declares, " That feveral Worlds were 
*' to lucceed each other in a regular and fixed Or- 
" der ; that, at certain Periods, there would al- 
*' ways be the fame State and Condition of things 
** in this new World **.*' This is the true State of 
the Affair, and let Divines make the beft of it 5 
but without forgetting, that there is fomething due 
to Truth and Scripture, as well as to Syftem ^. 

But 

y Omne animal ex intcgro gcncrabitur, dabiturque terris 
homo infcius fcelerum^ & melioribms aafpiciis natus. Sed illls 
quoqae Innocentia non durabit, niii dam novi fint ; cito ne- 
quida furrepit. Seneca^ Nat, ^aft, 1^ iii. 

* Ot» K*1a -orEgjo^tff ricotc ret ywofMva, «ro7s «sr«^»» yiwlai, NEON 
A' OTAEN AnAClT ESTI. Porphyrius de vita Pythagorae. 

* IlaXiv roifvf tirn^ocv v ctvr^ a^ixnlen atriot, roc otvrcc xai tfcav-* 
tuqoi uvrot yivofMtoi iir^a|o|X£y, ttru ^t tia% vravrsq ap9^v9re>», xoci rot ya 
t^fK Koclot rriv t^nq acirtav ytmo-ileti «ai ir^a;^dn^e1a», xoth <araid' oa-x 
fcurotti kotlx fAiav rv oAtiv we^to^ov xat xo&d* ticotniv rm oXa» ofo-otvleJi 
airo^f^ilon, Pltitarch de Fato. 

** Ofjbmet aiP* u^X"'^ "^ tiXoj iftv ft rm ^yfiravefs^io^oq, xoc% xalet 
ruq nrecffAsvaq otvetxvxT^no'tt^ cvfocyxiirot avrot otu xa» ytyonvotiyxeti 
Mvat, xoti iffta^h nrm rm ^)rnrm 'mt^%^»^ Origen. cont. Celf. 
1. iv. 

, f Now as this RcafoxJing is fupportcd by the cIcarcllTeflimo- 

nics 
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But to return to the Queftion : Having fhewn 
the Weakneft and InfufBciency of all Mr. Jackfon 
has advanced with regard to this general Reno- 

vatipri; 

Let 

files and the plaineit Fads ^ by fuch Tedimcmies and Pafts, as 
this Gentleman himfelf, who, in his dme, has difputed al- 
jDofl every thing, has not dared to examine and conted : It 
iDoU, in Spite of any Comment or Diftinflion, that he can 
frame upon it, plainly (hew that he has all along been la- 
bouring to impofe a weak and idle Notion, not only without 
any i^uthority from Antiquity, but even in ContradiAion to 
all that Antiquity could fay againfl him. In this Situation 
then how does our candid Author deport himfelf ? Why, di- 
ftrefTed above Meafure, he now declares himfelf ready to aban- 
don and give up the Point : But he does it in fo captious and 
ihufiiing a Manner, as takes off all the Merit of an ingenuous 
and liberal ConceiTion, 

Afliamed, I fuppofe, of the Impiety and Ahfurditfoi ihs> 
Dodb-ine, which he had taken fo much Pains to eftabliih and 
defend ; he now fays, he never offered thefe future Reno<vations 
as a Proof that the Stoia believed another Life j that he con- 
lined their Notion of a future State to the Period that intervenes 
between Death and the general Reftoration ? ** Chryfippus 
" (fays he) believed the Souls of wife or good Men exilled 
♦* with God after Death, till the general Conflagration ; and 
*• that after that, they might probably be reftored again to 
•* the State they lived in here.— This Renovation of the 
•* Stoics, was by fome ancient Writers, thought to be a Sort of 
•* ReJurreSlion : Not the fame with the Chriftian Notion. I 
** did not cite Clemens Alexandrinus for that Purpofe: But 
** only to (hew there was fomething fimilar between them.— 
•• The Stoics exprefsly taught that the Soul after Death con- 
*< tinued happy or miferable till its Diffolution : The future 
*< State of the Stoics was that which intervened between Deatk 
'* and the general Conflagration, when 'all Beings were dif- 
'* folved into God, and afterward reflored to a new State of 
" Life." Farther Defence^ p. 47, 8, 9. But if he could mean 
this, I will readily allow him to mean any thing ; or what^ 
perhaps, every thing confidered, would be moll for his Cre- 
dit, that he had no Meaning at all. However let us follow 
him thro' all his Turnings and Doubles. 

Vane Ligur, fruflraque ammis tiaXt/uperhis, 
I4e^uicquam/«/r/4/ tentalli lubricus artes. 
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liCt us now proceed to his other Teftimonies. 
That from Chryfippus is immediately followed by . 
this from jlrius Didymus. Their (the Sioics) 

" Notioa/ 

In his Attempt to dimwfirau that the Ztola believed ano. * 
ther Life, he offered the fbliowiog Pailkges: And an Ap- 
peal to the common Senfe of every Reader will be enough to, 
convid him of his ihamelefs Tergtverfation. He begins 
with Cbryfi^us. ** It is by no Means impoflible that afttr 
•* Death and/ome ditermsned Piriods of Time, ^we fiall he re^ 
" fibred again to the State itftvhich *we Jtoware,''^ Mr. ^aci' 
fi/i himfelf adds, *" Jfter the general Conflagration the Stoics 
** believed a new State of things, and a Reftoration of all 
*' things (Men, Animals, (sTr. ) which had exifted before to a 
'^ new State of Life and Being. This made fome Chnfiiatt 
** Writers think that the Opinion of the Stoics was not mach 
*' different from the Scripture Do&rine of the Refurre^ion.'* 
Thefe Chriftian Writers are Clemens of Alexandria and Ainnr^ 
fbis. The Paflage from Clemens runs thus : oiiw ya^ nat irr^ 
(the ancient Writer Ephejms he is f peaking of) ix ti9( fiafia^ 

vr'poy tKW^oiff'if txa^M'at o» Stah«o(. ho!^' op xat Tof t^iv; «r9i# 
asetrno't^at hyf/.an^iiO'h Tirr* fXM»e Tut «yara^»v Vi^inrorrfc 

As to Nemejius, he gives a large Defcription of the State of 
things after the general Reftoration; it has been already 
cited ; he concludes thus, ** it has been faid that the Chri- 
'* (Hans borrowed their Notion of the Refurredlion from this 
" Dodrine. But this (adds he) is a great Mifbike ; for the 
*' Scriptures teach that the Dead will be raifed once, and not 
** that this will be repeated at certain Periods.^ Thefe are the 
PafTages produced by Mr. y. in his firfl Pamphlet; and, his 
Reflections upon them. Which fhewing he cited them as a * 
Proof that the Stoics believed a future State, I took upon me 
to fhew that thefe Renovations had nothing to do with the fa- 
tore State in QueftTon : ,And this proving unanfwerable. What 
does this ingenuous Difpotant now do? The Reader will 
hardly believe it ; he now roundly affirms. That he never of* 
feed thefe Renovations in Proof of their Belief of a future 
State ; but that he confined their Notion of it to the Period 
that intervened between Death and the>general Renovation. 
He is got to his laft Subterfuge. liet us drag him ^om this, 
and then there is an End of him. 

Thefe Teftimonies, we now plainly fee, were urged to prove < 
that the Stoics believed another Life. , But what Notion do they 
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«« Notim was, that the Soul was generated and 
•* corruptible, but did not imnaediately perifli 
** when it departed out of the Body, but ccm* 

♦* tinued 

convey of another Life befi&s that of the general Rtn^vattM ? 
Do they give the leaft Hint of the Sute that iff to interusne he« 
.tween Death and this Period ? They do indeed mentbn the R§* 
mva^im in very exprefs and direfi Terois ; but as to the inter* 
▼ening Slate, they are altogether filent. With what Face then 
^s he pretend tbey were »oi atkdged to prove, that the Stoics 
believed the general Renovation ? If they were not produced 
Ibr this Purpofe, it is evident they niaft have been produced 
^ no PurpoTe at all. 

Let us take them iingly. As to the Pafiage of Chrji/^us, 
k has often been alledged to prove that Chrnfippus really believed 
a fiitnre State : And therefore to relieve our Author under th^ 
Jt)irgFace, which ieesK fo ienfibly to affect him, I will juft obferve 
that divers Writers, both ancient and naodern, have faid the 
feme thing befere hint. Who thofe Ancients were I will leave 
Mr. Jackfen to find out as he can :* And then, if he fees fit, 
by their Blnnders to fcpport his own. From amongft the Mo- 
derns I will feled, for his Service, two.' Dr. Sykes fajrs, 
*' that the Philofophers had very difierent Notions of % future 
^ Stated Some of them maintained that the Soul would re- 
*^ turn to a Body after a cermin Number of Years, 

J^2i1 omnes^ ubi mille rotam volvere per annos, 
— in corpora velle reverti. 

'' Pythagoras thought the^i infiamtly to go out of one Body into 
**^ another : Chryjifpus faid that we, after our Deaths, in certain 
*^ revolving Periods of Time, fhould be rejlored to the Form we 
'^ have now. Connex. i^Nat» and Renj. ReL p. 401. What 
then is the Notion of a future State, which is. here given to 
CbryfifPm, bttt this, that after certain revolving Periods of 
Time, we (hall be reftored to the Form in Which we now are ? 
The learned and polite Author of the Plea for Human Reafi»%^ 
referring to this very Pa^ge, fays, '* And the6^^aiV/ (tho*un- 
*^ certain of a future State, yet) were fixed in the Belief of 
'< the Happinefs of virtuous Men, if God pleafed to give them * 
*^ Exiilence in another State, to whofe good providential Dif- 
*^ pofal they intirely redgned both their Souls and Bodies,. «a/ 
^* denying hut he might reftore^ them to a ne*w Life and Being, ^ 
p. 23 —In his Defence of his firfl Pahiphlet, he delivers him- 
self in the following Manner. It xM-y be doubted whetheir 
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** tiniiedto exift for a certain Term of Duration. 
" That the Souls of good Men exifted till the 
** general Conflagration and Diflblution of the 
* ^ Univerfe ; but thofe of the wicked Continued 
** only to a certain Period." p. gy^ 8. 

Never 

*'^ the Stoics had any clear or exprefs Sentiments of a futixrs 
*' State. I (aid chat they were uncertain aboat it, bat however, 
•* t^at thty dipnoi deny^ but that God, after Death, might reftore 
*' both their Souis and Bodies to a new Life. For this I cited 
" a Paflage of Chryfippus the famous Stoic^ (the very Paflagt 
we are now upon.) *' This Author thinks that it expreiua 
'* no more than a bare Poflibility of being reftored to the (ame 
'' Syftem of things ; but the Words imply more than a 
" bare Pojpbility of future Exiftence. The Words (^J»^oli tiq 
v^Eir «^yaro») '' are emfhaticaly and imply a Probahiiitj ; as 
" if he (hould fay, it is manifefily far from being impdfjibk^ OT 
" it is nothing like impojphle ; which Expreilion cl^antly im- 
" plies a ftrong Probability^ which this Author did not con- 
•* fider, and the Word [<rx«/*»] relates to the Body ; and fo 
Chry/ippus means, that it is probable ^ that after Deaths in 
fame Resolutions of time, ve Jhall be again refior^d to the 
fame Form of corporeal Exiftence y nvhich nve had in the pre* 
" Jent State. And fo it is a Tcftimony of an eminent Stoic 
" for the Probability of a future State/* Seneca, the Stoic, 
has a remarkable Pailage to this Purpofe, which illnftrates that 
of Chryfippus, *' Death, fays he, difcontinues our Life, but 
•* does not wholly deftroy it : A Day will come that will re- 
** ftore us to this State again," p. 79, 80. I will give the 
whole Paffage from Seneca, Mors nullum habet incommo- 
dum. EfTe enim debet aliquid cujus fit incommodum. Quod 
ii tanta cupiditas longioris sevi te tenet, cogita nihil eorum» 
Cjuae ab oculis abeunt, et in reruni naturam, ex qua prodierunt 
ec mox proceffura funt, reconduntur, confumi ; definunt ifta, 
non pereunt. Et mors, quam pertimefcimus ac recufamus, 
intermittit vitam, nou eripit. Veniet iterum, qui nos in luceih 
reponet dies, &c. When he fays in the firtt Part, " That 
*' God might reftore both their Souls and Bodies to a new 

*• Life.'* When he infills fo much on the Words, ^n^w 

ui bht^ x^ujuar 09 z on the Word o-xv[ia : 'When he aflerts 
that this Paffage is " the Teftimony of an eminent Stoic for 
" the Probability of a future State :** — Does he not all the 
way plainly point at the general Rengvatlon ? But what nc- 
ccf&rily confines us to thi; Senfe, is the laft PaiTage from 5^- 
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Never fure were two Paflages joined together 
fo incpnfiftent witji and utterly deftruftive of each 
o their. Yet are they produced by this learned 
Man to prove that the Sloics believed a future 
State of Rewards and Punifliments. The firft 
refers us to the general Renovation for thefe Re- 
wards 

n£€a. Is it poflible he coal4 ofier this as a Teilimony* that 
the Stoics believed another Life, and yet have his Eye only qq 
the Period which was to intervene between Death and the ge- 
neral ConHagracion ? For is not this here reprefented as a 
Siateof merelnCenfibilicy i as. an abfolutc Difcontinuance of 
oux Life and Being ? 

what does indeed demonftrate that Ke alledged this Paf&gc 
of Chr^ppus for the Ptirpofe V here contend fir, is, he urges 
the Words of Semca as a remarkable Paflage to the fame Pur^ 
pofg', as fcrving to explain and illttfirate that of Chryfippiu, 
for hqw can a PafTage, which reprefents the intermediate 
.State above mentioned, as the Difcontinuavce of 9ur 'very Life 
and Beings hc to t\\t fame Purpoje with„ and ferve to iilufirate 
one, which fuppofes tha; departed Souls were to be happy or 
mijhahU during this Period ? 

\i the learned Author contradifts this in other Parts of the 
Comroverfy, that, 1 apprehend, is his concern and not mine. 
.The Truth of the Matter is barely this 5 he undertakes to 
prove that the Stoics believ'd another Life : And his Teftimo- 
hies fometimes relate to the State between Death and the ge- 
neral ConHagcation ; and fometimes to the State which was to 
iucceed the lafi. No doubt the Gentleman himfelf confider'd 
e^ch as a State of future Rewards and Punifliments. if then 
we refled that this Paflage of Chryfippus has often been cited 
to prove that the Stoics believed a future State 5 that the Au- 
thor of the Plea for Human Reafon had produced it with this 
very View, it cannot furely be thought reafonable to fuppofe 
tlut Mr. J. himfelf did not alledge it for the fame Purpofe. 

Let us attend, next to what Mr. J, himfelf fays, in order 
to illuftrate and explain this Doftrine of the Stoics. Now he 
fays, ** That after the general Conflagration, Men, Animals, 
** and all things that had exiftcd before, were to be rcftored to 
*' a new State of Life and Being." Does not he. here confine 
the Stoical Notion of another Life, to the Period that was to 
fucceed the general Conflagration ? Would any one conclude 
ifrom hence, that he was fpcaking only of the State, which is 
to. inter'vine between Death and the general Renovation ? 
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wards and Punifiiments ; but the ikond plainly 
tells us, that the Souls of good Men would be 
6Stin(5t and loft long before this Period ; and that 
the Souls of the Wicked would pcrijfh even be- 
fore them. For whom then were thefe future 

Rewards 

As to Clemens ^^ Alexandria^ he tells us, ** that the Sf net 
'* maintained the DoArine of the Refuiteftson, becaufe they 
•* maintained the Notion of tJic general keftoration." In 
what then does he compare the two Doftrines together ? Why, 
oDly fo hv as both promife a fature Reltitatiott. Not a Word 
do we find of the Period between Death and the general Re- 
novation. 

As for Nemefius, he fays, that the Cbrifttans were charged 
with borrowing the Doctrine of the Refurredliori from that of 
the general Reftoration. *' But, he adds, the Charge is falfe,; 
^* becaofe the Refurre^ion was not to be repeated at certain 
** facceifive Periods, like the general Renovation." In what 
then did he compare the two Do^rines together ? Why, only 
fo far, as they relate to the State which was to fuccced the ge- 
nehil Conflagration ? 

Toefpoafe wrong Syftems, to fopporc them by as bad Rea- 
foning, are amongft the commoned Occurrences in the learnec^ 
World : And modem Contro'verjy one may define to be. An Art 
ef keeping them from ConviSiion after they are dete^ed. Hence 
DiftinBionsy ^alifcaiions. Refinements ^ rife like the arra'd 
Men from the Serpent's Teeth : and tho' they foon deftroy 
one another, they make, at firft darting up, a formidable Ap- 
pearance. Bat the Author we have to do with is above 
this Management. Downright Denialy and the Ribaldry of 
Hi Language^ are the direS and honefi Ways he takes to cover 
Error and ill Argument. They have at length indeed fuc- 
ceeded ill ; and are now feen to be the lafl Struggles of a fink- 
ing Reputation. 

Before I conclude this Note, I will juft take Notice of a 
very fthgular Obfervadon of our Author, which relates to the 
Argument I am here upon. *' Mr. Warhurton (fays he) thinks 

that the Denial of the Refurredkion of the Body arofe out of 

the Gentile Philofophy. It is true, it did fo ; tho" the Stoics 

held it in their way V Laft Defence p. 7. But I muft defirc 
to be informed, upon what grounds he confines this Notion to 
the Stoics f Did not the Schools of Pythagoras and Plato hold 
it in the -my fame Way ? If he thinks not, why did he make 
no Reply to the Telli monies I brought from Plutarch^ On'^ 

H 2 gen. 



it 



[ io8] 

Rewards and Punifhments rcfervcd? For Mr. 
Jackfon^s Defence of the ancient Philofophers. 
It was done like a Workman to tell us, the Stoics 
faid that Men (hould be punifhed and rewarded 
at the general Revolution ; and then, in Con- 
firmation of it, to give us another Paflage, which 
fays that they will ceafe to exift before that 
Period ! 

His other Teftimony runs thus: Efle inferos 
Zeno Stoicus docuit, & fedes piorum ab impiis 
effe difcretas \ & illos quidem quietas & deledta- 
biles incolcre regiones, hos vero luere poenas in 
tenebrofis locis atque in coeni voraginibus hor- 
rendis., This Paflage evidently relates to the 
popular Account of a future State ; and therefore 
it is impoflible to know with what View it is here 
, brought, unlefs it be to confute the Paflage from 
Chry/tppus cited above. Cbryfippus^ if we allow 
Mr. Jackfon^s Interpretation, fays that thefe Pu- 
uifhments and Rewards were not to begin till after 
the general Conflagration : But Zeno as plainly 

gen^ and Porphyry? But he dcfpifed them f tis his own modcft 
Language) for their Ra*wmefs and Imbecillity in all kinds of 
Learning. 

Ic may, after all, be natural to a(k, what it was that could . 
miilead fo many learned Men (for many very learned Men 
'have been mifled) to miftake this Renovation for the newu Hea^ 
'vens and the ne^v Earth of Revelation. Jf 1 might be allowed 
to ofier my Conjedlure, I ihould fuppofe it arole from hence. 
The ancient Mythologifts had made four Ages, Gold, Silver, 
Brafs, Iron. Now at this Renovation the Golden Age^ was to 
appear firft. This is the ground of VirgiVs Pollio, But a 
golden Age looked fo like a Kingdom of the Jufty that they 
never Rayed to reAed, that, in this Pagan Scheme, it was 
to be followed with others of Silver ^ Brajs^ and Iron ;, And 
that none were to enjoy this new Golden one but who had 
been Partakers of the old. The moft virtuous and holy Men 
that lived after, were each to be ranked under his own refpec- 
tive Clafs of Silver, Brafs, or Iron, jolt as the Iniquity of his 
farmer Fate had thrawn him. 
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tells us, that they were to be over, and intir^Jy 
ceafe at this very Period ; for this was the Cafe 
of the infernal Torments, and the Happinefi of 
Elyftum: But few indeed of the Righteous 
would then be found In Elyftunty as their Conti- 
nuance there was limited to a thoufand Years. 
But that the infernal Regions themfelves were to 
be deftroyed at the general Conflagration, we 
have the exprefs Teftimony of Seneca^ who fays, 
in Hercules OeUus, 

Jam jam legibus obrutis 
Mundo cum veniet dies, 
Coeli regia concider, 
Certos atque obitus traher, 
Atque omnes pariter Dcos 
Perdet mors aliqua^ iff Chaos. 
Difcedet via Tartari, 
Stratis ut pateat polis. 
Pontum, Sydera, Tartara, 
Regna unus capiet tria. 

The learned Writer will pardon npie, if I fay that 
this laft Teftimony of Zeno is inconfiftent with the 
fccond as well as with the firft Paflkge. In the fe- 
cond, he plainly fuppofes that the Soulsof the 
Wicked will not fubfiji till the general Conflagra- 
tion: In the third, he as plainly fuppofes that they 
will. It never was imagined that the Punifh- 
mcnts of Tartarus would end before this time. 

So much for the firft Point j or the Tcftimo- 
nies brought by Mr. Jackfon to prove that the 
Stoics believed another Life. There needs, we fee^ 
no great Pains to anfwcr and confute them ; they 
are indeed chofen in fo fingular a manner, as even 
%o anfwer and confute themfelves. But had they 
teen ever fo cohfiftenr, what would he have 
gained by them ? All they would prove, is, that 
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the Stoics fometitnes declared for another Life ; 
and who ever denied this ? But then let it be re- 
member'd, that they did often declare againft it* 
Let the learned Writer take in this Confideratton, 
and then ihew how the Profeillons of the Stoics 
make any thing in favour of his pretended De« 
monftration. 

idfyi I am now to prove from a Principle, which 
we both allow to be truly Stoical^ that this Seft 
neither did nor could believe a future State. The 
Principle is this 5 that the Soul, after its Departure 
from the Body, was to be refolved into the divine 
Nature, or God. This I conceive to be deftruc- 
tive of all future Rewards and Punifhments. The 
learned Writer confiders it in a very different 
Light. He every where reprefents it as a State 
of the moft abfolute and perfeft Blifs ; gives it 
as the efoteric Dodtrine, or only Notion of future 
Happinefs really entertained by the Ancient Sages. 
If then we fhew, that the Senfe he puts upon the 
Principle is a mere Novel Refinement, unknown 
to Antiquity, there is an End of him and his 
Argument. 

Let us attend to his own Words, /* They (the 
** Philolbphers) taught that the human Soul was 
** congenial with the Soul of the World, and that 
*' the Happinefs of it after Death conCfted in its 
'*' Return to and intimate Union with the divine 
** Nature or God, from whom it was derived : 
*« On the other hand^ that the Mifcry of it con- 
** fitted in being excluded from this Union with 
*.* God, 6fr. fcfr. All agreed, that as Happinefs 
confifted in the Improvement of the intelligent 
or rational Soul in divine Knowledge and Vir-. 
tue, fo in the future State the Soul, they con- 
ftantly believed, was rendered more perfefl: iii 
Knowledge and Virtue, by its Union and Com- 
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" fQunion ivith the divine Subftdrxre or Deity. 
. ** This was a rational and ekalted Notion of a 
" future State, ami very agreeable to the Dodrioe 
** of it taught by Revelation. This Was thetib- 
" eerie Doclrineof the Philofophers concerning a 
*' future State ^" In his fecond Piece he fays, 
" that the Souls of the Virtuous were to be united 
** to God by divine Knowledge^ Faiths mid Virtm^\ 
*^ were to have Communion with hirti ; and were to 
*' be bkffed with the beatific Vifion of the di- 
.** vine Perfedions." p. 8. Thus#wefee, he every 
where gives us this Refufion as a State of tte 
niOft perifedl and complete Happinefi. He talks 
much Kyi Communion with God \ beatific Vift$n^ and 
fo forth. This is jndt^ed the Language of our 
modern Myftics ; arid tlie ingenious Mr. fF. Laiso 
has retailed a Syftem of the ranked Spinozifm un- 
der thefe fine Words -, but the following Obferva- 
tiofts will perhaps (hew that \t is not very nearly 
allied to that of the old Stoics. As to this Refu- 
fion, firft, It was not fuppofed to be peculiar to 
the human Soul. The Stoics held that their infe- 
rior Gods would all fhare the fame Face. ^' Chry» 
^^ fippus and Cleanthes^ when they filled the Hea- 
^ vens, the Earth, the Air, and Sea With Gods, 
'* held that none of thefe was immortal and in.- 
" corruptible but Jupiter. They held that all the: 
*« reft were to be abforbed and confumed into him. 
" He therefore muft deftroy others, which implies 
" the fame Imperfeftion, as if he was to be de- 
** ftroycd himfclf For as it is a Mark of Imper- 
feftion to perifli by being diffolved into another 
Being, fo it is an Imperfeftion for a Being to 
be nouriflied and fupported by the DiiTolution 
*' of others into it. And this is not, like many 

? ne BiRef of d future Sfate, &c/p. yi. 
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•* Other Abfurdities charged upon them, a mere 
** Confequence of their own Principles^ but a 
** Doftrine openly proclaimed and aflferted by 
*' them, in their Books concerning the Gods, 
*' Providence, Fate, and Nature ; where they 
♦* fay that the Gods were generated and will be 
"^deftroyed by Fire, as if they would be melted^ 
" like Subftances of Wax or Lead */* 

Again : '* Chryftppus in his firft Book on Provi-r 
** dence, affirms. That Jupiter will increafe and be 
*' inlarged^ till he has abforbed all things into him-* 
" felf. For fince Death confifts in the Departure 
** of the Soul from the Body, and the Soul of the 
^' Worid never does depart, but is augmented con^ 
f * tinually till every thing is confumed into it 5 we 
** cannot fay. that the Soul dies ^.'* 

Here we fee with what Purpofe and Defign the 
<jods and other Subftances were to be diflblved 
into the Anima Mundi^ or fupreme God of this 
£e<5t. It was only in order to nourifh and fupport 
it, to recruit its LoiTes, and to prevent it from 
confuming and wafting into nothing. 

« Platarch advcr. Stoicos, p. 1075. Ed. Xyh^Xfvmvvoq ««> 

"KXteu^iK fffVEvrXuxoTif ru >^oyu Bsuu rot ov^oaor, rut ynv. Toy at^, 
TDK ^a^korlatt ovhvot ruv roa-nruf ufQa^oif bh athtt avo}ii)ioiveurt, 

f ffi» ya^ rm nxiu to fii»vraQa»fi¥ i»( m^oy (^u^Acu, liah to tok a^^0K 
fif Mt/7a ^ci^ofMioK T^^ofAtyoy cufyr9i,%' ravlfit ^t ov% uf aX^ac 
«roXX« r*^' aTOVvf ovy^yy^ofittec e%c» to^ vfro^mn OLvrtm^ xa,\ tok 
^y^udujvt finraty aXha, Kvlot yuyu, Poutli^ iv tok 'vc^f dcvy, xeu 
-v^yoi«( ufAo^puvi^q Ti xeth (fvaivf ypetfAfjuto'if ^ia^^m^n' ^cytfct rtii 
SiHi awavrtK 'ti'tf* ysy^wret^ tuti fpha^ffofAttm v9fo mvfof, rmtl^ 
Mara avrau f^^t^ xn^iveq » iutrliTB^iviii tiila^. 

* Plutarch de Scoxcorum Repug. p. 1052.— —£r h r» «r^*>?« 
«rf^> «r(»oyoiaK fop Zk»4» fnio-iv av^t^en, f**Xi^9 ^ '*f avroy airaAa 
Molam^^nnf twu ya^ o BataUi f4M i r» ^X?'^ X^^^V^ ^^^ *'** 
ir^tf$ahiy n it r» xo^fw^ ^^X* * X^f*(^^* f*<'» av^rrat h cvw 
X^* V^W^ ^ *'S «vTny f{«faA*;^i9 rv vAi|y» ov ^iirioy AVoSvuo-ieii* 
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Antoninus gives much the fame Account of this 
Refufion; the human Soul was indeed to be 
fhanged by it : But then this Change was pt^rely 
pbyftcaL It was not wrought with any mord 
Purpofe and Defign, btit was only to fupport the 
Order and Harmony of the Univerfe. We have 
already feen that the Gods themfelves were to be 
diiTolved, like fo many Pieces oflVax or Leady in- 
to the Anima Mundi for this very Purpofe; why 
therefore might not the 'human Soul? But to 
come to Antoninus^ " I confift (fays he) of Form 
** and Matter, or of Soul and Body. As nci- 
" ther of thefe Parts was made out of nothing, 
*' fo neither of them will be annihilated or re- 
** duced to nothing. Every Part of me there- 
•* fore v/ill by a Change be rcfolved intoanother, 
** and fo on in infinitum «.** 

" Confider that in a (hcrt time you will ceafe 
** to be J all things which fubfift now, muft be 
" changed, altered, and deftroyed, thai they may 
*< ferve for the ProduSion of others *^.'* 

Lib. X. § I, hje fpcaks of God or the Univer- 
lal Soul, " as containing all things that are dif- 
** folved into him, in order that others of the 
" fame kind may again be generated out of him */* 

He tells us too *' that the World is to be 

perpetually renewed by ihefe Revolutions and 

Changes; that fome Things muft die that 

others may arife out of them ^." 

ffvreti vav fu^oi f|xo> jutlcc /xf7aCoADr7«( fMpo( T» in xoffft^' xai .ma>%i9 
utet90 9ti trifof (M^i ra koc^ furaSa^> xat vi^i etq airet^ov- 1. 5 . 1 3 . 

xui r^iviff^eu xat ^^ft<rQMi m^vJcw, IN A ST£Fa £4>££H£r£. 
NHTAI. 1. 12. 21. 

' L. X. I> Tlarret m^tc^ovlof [$£»]««( «i^»X»f(rCayorro; S^aXi^o- 
atvet ECS FENfiSlN ETfPi^^N OMOI^N. 

• VH. iC. 
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As to the Confequence and Effcft of this 
Change it is very clearly defcribed by him in an- 
other Place ^ *' The things thus changed do 
not receive any Prejudice or Hurt Ijy it ; and 
as to thofe which are produced by this Change, 
they have no Benefit or Advantage from it/* 
It could not therefore be a Tranflation to a 
State of Happinefs or Mifery j or be confider'd 
with any moral View. It is indeed evident that 
Souls were fent into the Anima Mundi, barely 
to furnifli it with Materials; purely to fupply 
what might be wanting for the Production ot 
new Beings. Plutarch tells us, " that it was 
** to be npurijhed and fupported by the Diffolu- 
" tion of other Beings into it," that " it would 
** augment continually till all things were confumed 
" into it.'* And does not Antoninus fay the fame ? 
He tells us, *^ that all things were diflblved into 
'' God, that others of the. fame Nature might 
** again be generated out of him "*.*' 

Having thus explained the Nature and End^ 
the Purpofe and Dcfign of this Re-union of the 
Soul with the univerfal Subftance ; I may furely 
prcfume fo far upon the Privilege of common 
Senfe as to take it for granted that this Refufion. 
will no longer be confidered as a State of perfeB 
and complete Happinefs. Will any Man pretend 
that there is the leaft Conformity between this Re- 
union and the Scripture Dodrine of future Hap- 
pinefs ? That there is any Trace or Footftep of 

raQoXm^ v^irajXEvoK I. iv. 42. 

^ Habent aliqaid Stoici dogmati Pythagorico viBnt, qaod 
ex animantm materia nuafi cmflatd ^ recoSid novas procudi 
iff product flatuunt. Veram hac ratione non magis animae 
quam corpori immortalitatem afTerunt; non minus animae 
quam carport corrttptkntm & mortalitatem adfaibunt. Gataker 
on Antoninus i 1. iv. § zi« 

the 
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the beatific Vifiom thf Ommunion with God^ 
which the learned Mr. J ackfonipxtttv\As to difco^ 
ver in it ? In fliort, will any one but himfelf fay, 
that " thi$ was a rational and exalted Notion of a 
" future State ?•* 

zMy^ Who, but would imagine from his De- 
fcription, that this Refufion was conceived to be 
a Privilege peculiar to the Righteous and Inno- 
cent? That it was refer ved for them only^ as a Re- 
ward for their Integrity and Virtue ? But Antiquity 
gives us a very different Account of this Matter ; 
it tells us, that this Refufion was given to the Souls 
of the Good and Bad without Diftinftion. Hume* 
nius^ (peaking of feme Stoics^ declares " that, ac- 
" cording to them, the Soul of the Univerfe 
^* would be eternal, but that a/l others would 
*< upon Death be blended and mixed with it ".** 

" Every Body {[dysJntoninus) will be loft and 
•' buried in the univerfal Subftance. Every Saul 
" will be abforbed and funk into the univerlal 
*« Nature %" or God. Here this Refufion is given 
promifcuoufly to the Souls of the Good and Bad- 
This fingle Confideration may ferve to inform us 
that it was not looked on as a State of Rewards 
and Happinefs.— But what becomes now of future 
Punifhments ? Mr. Jack/on makes them confift 
in an- Exclufion from the Union with the divine 
Nature, But it appears that the old Stoics did not 
bok] s^ny fuch Exclufion ; that they admitted the 
Souls of the Good and Bad indifferently to this 
Union; and therefore, according to him, they 
could not believe any future Puniflimenta. I Ihail 
here fpeqd a Word or two more on another Cir- 

** Eafebius Pnepar. Evang. 1. xv. c. 20. E^m it mp fut -^nty^ 
m o^ov^ aihof. TAS AB AOIOAZ SIMMlTNIXeAI £ni T£- 
AETTH EI2 EKEINHN. 

ainot Mf Tom rvr oKiiiv Tvoyst rm^'XfT» outahc^^fvrm, !• vii. $ IQL 

4 cumfUncey 
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cumllance, which fcems to bear hard on the Opi* 
nion maintained by the learned Writer. It is this ; 
the Soul, after its Separation from the Body, was 
immediately to return to the divine Nature. Nu- 
menius fays, . it would be re-united to God upon 
Death. Antoninus declares, *' it would be refumed 
«' into the univerfal Nature t<*;^i5-«, or immediate- 
" ly.** I take this to be aconfiderable.Objeftion 
to the Hypothefis I am here examining. For, if 
the Rcfufiqn was immediate upon the Separation 
of Soul and Body ; what Room or Poffibility, ac- 
cording to Mr. Jackfon^ for future Punifhments ? 

It may be faid, that, to compliment their wife 
Man^ they taught that his Soul would hold out 
till the general Conflagration. " By this, fays Mr. 
*' TVarburton^ we (hall fee they meant juft nothing 
" when we come to fpeak of their Opinion con- 
'' cerning the Nature and Duplicity of the Soul p.*' 
But, not to infift on this, this very, Objeftion 
would be nolight Confirmation of the Notion I am 
here eftabli(hing. The Stoics taught that the Soul 
of their wife Man was to fubfift till the general 
Conflagration. But then it was not to rejoin the 
divine Nature till this Period ; it was in the mean 
time to exifl feparate and difl:inft from it. Now 
this will of itielf overthrow every thing which 
the learned Gentleman has advanced on this Point. 
For, had this Refufion been confidered as a State 
of the higheft Perfedlion, would the Stoics have 
excluded their wife Man from it till the End of 
the World; while the Bulk of Mankind were ad- 
mitted to it, immediately upon the Difiblution 
of the Body ? Had the Exclufion from it been 
confidered as a State of Punifliment, would they 
have fentenced and condemned their wife Man to 
it for fo long a Period ? 

P Divim Legation^ vol. i. third Edition, P* 39<* 

But 
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But thirdly, we meet with very plain and Qpen 
Defcriptions of the State and Condition of the 
Soul after its Return to God- But to what do 
they amount ? Why, to no very high Degree of 
Happineis and Perfedlion: All the Advantage 
they give the Soul, is, that it Ihould be exempt 
from Pain and Mifcry ; and it was to be exempt 
from Pain and Mifery, only becaufe it was de- 
prived of Perception, and had loft its feparate and 
diftin£l Exiftence. 

The Stoics^ I fay, did not confider this Re- 
union, as a State of perfeft and complete Hap- 
^ pinefs. And this may appear from the cold and 
lifelefs Manner, in which they deliver themfelves 
on this Head. Reverti eo unde veneris, quid 
grave eji"^? 

EpiiletuSj fpeaking of Death, fays, " But Whi- 
ther do you go ? No where to your Hurt ; you 
return from whence you came, to a friendly 
Confociation with your kindred Elements; what 
there was of the Nature of Fire in your Compo- 
fition, returns to the Element of Fire ; what 
*' there was of Earth, to Earth ; what of Air, to 
*' Air ; and Water, to Water. There is neither 
*' Hell^ Acheron^ Cocytus^ or Pyripblegethcn ^** 
Magnus animus Deo pareat, &quicquid Lex Uni- 
verfi jubet, fine cunftatione patiatur. Aut in melio- 
rem emittitur vitam, lucldius tranquilJiufque inter 
divina manfurus,aut certe^fine ullo futurus incommo- 
do^ naturae fuae remifcebitur & revertetur in totum ^ 
In the two firft Paffages the Notion of this Re- 
fufion, is, we fee, ftated in a very different Light, 
from that in which it is reprefented by the leamed 
Gentleman, whofe Sentiments I am here confider- 

^ Seneca dc Tranquillitate, c. xi. 
"■ Di^vine Legation^ vol. i. p. 392. 
■ Seneca, Ep. 72. 

■ ing. 
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ing. All that can be colkaed frotn thctrt, fe, that 
the Soul, after its Refufito, will not be attended 
with any painfal and ilneafy CircumftanGej that 
it will not be fubjeft to any aftual and real Mi- 
fery : The very Language which they ufe^ when 
they defcribe Death as a State of Extinction and 
Non-exiftence ^ But that it will enjoy the lead 
Degree of pofitive and real Happinefe, is more 
than can be deduced from thefe Paffages, 

The third Citation feems to fpeak more fully 
to our Purpofe : " The Soul, after its Separation 
" from the Body, will cither be exalted to a State 
**^ of Happinefs -, or, without any troublefome 
" Circumftance attiending it, will rejoin the Sub- 
*' dance, from which it was originally taken.*' 
This Re- union could not be confidered as a State 
of pofitive and real Happinefs, becaufc it is clear- 
ly and direftly oppofed to fuch a State. 

It was indeed a common Saying, " The Sou! 
** after Death will either be happy, or not be at 
*' all." Morsnosautconfumit, autemittit. Emif- 
lis meliora reftant. And is not the Paflage I am 
here examining of the very fame Nature ? and if 
it be of the fame Nature, muft not the Refufion 
here mentioned anfwer to that Part in the other 
Paffage% in which the Soul is faid to be no more? 

But what was to be the State and Condition of 
the Soul after its Refolution into the divine Being ? 
Why, he fays, fine uHo futurus eft Incommodo. 
The very E>efcription, which he gives of Death, 
when he confiders it as a State of mere Extinftion. 
^ Mors nullum habet Incommodum. Effc enim de- 
bet aliquid, cujus fit Incommvdum. To tell us 
then that this Refufion was confidered as a State of 

< Mors nullum habet incommodum, tf![i& enim debet aliquid^ 
cujus fit incommodum^ Seneca, 

^ Seneca, * Seneca, Ep. 34.. 

abfolute 
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abfolute and perfeft Happinds, is in EfFeft to teB 
us that the Ancients knew nothing of their own 
Doftrine ; for they are fo far from reprefenting it in 
this Light, that they in direft and exprefs Terms 
oppofe it to this very State. 

^thly^ All then the Soul could gain by this Re- 
fufion^ was that it would be exempt from Pain and 
Mifcry : And this only becaufe it was deprived of 
Perception, by its retaining no longer a feparate 
and diftinft Exiftence. The following Paflagcs 
will not fufFer us to doubt, but this was the very 
Cafe. Quod fi tanta cupiditas longioris sevi tc te- 
net, cogita nihil eorum, quas ab dculis abeunt, & 
in rerum naturam, ex qua prodierunt & mox pro- 
ceffura funt, reconduntur, confumi ; dejinunt ijta^ 
nonpereunt. Et mors, quam pertimefcimus & re- 
cufamus, intermittit vitam, non eripit. Veniet ite- 
rum qui nos in lucem reponct dies, quern multi 
recufarent, nifioblicos reduceret. It is evident that 
he here fpeaks of the State and Condition of Men, 
after they rejoin and are refolved into the univer- 
fal Nature. And his Defcription may fuffice to 
fhew, that, in the Opinion of the old StoicSy they 
were now deprived of all Perception, that they 
were fuppofed to Iqfe their peculiar and diftinft 
Exiftence. ' Definunt ijia^ non pereunt. Mors in- 
termittit vitam, non eripit. 

They were to rife again after the general Re- 
ftoration ; but in the mean time, Life and all the 
Faculties of it were to be intirely fufpended. Jn- 
toninusy fpeaking of Men departed out of this 
Life, fays, *' they will be no more for a very long 
** Period y.*' They were to be no more till the 

^ y OvTut; ya^ a-vnxui ^sotJtt ra ccv^^uttivx, naTTvov, Koti to fAviosv* 
TA> aTTn^w pc^ow. 1. X. 3 I. 

general 



general Renovation. Muft they not therefore til! 
thjen be fuppofcd to be deprived of all Senfc and 
diftind Exigence ? 

In another Place*, fpcaking on a certain Siippo- 
fit ion, he dclares '' that the Souls of the Dead< 
** after they had remained for fome time in the 
" Air, would be abforbed by the divine Subftance^ 
" and there be changed^ melted, 2ini burnt *^ Plu- 
tarch applies thc(e very Exprcffions to the inferior 
Gods ; but then he evidently fuppo fes, as will be 
(licwn hercafct r, that their feparate and diftincft 
Exiilirnces would be quite funk and loft by the 
Refolution here mentioned. This will be proved 
on the Authority of Cudworth ; but it is indeed 
plain from the very Words of Plutarch^ who 
Jays, ** that the fevcral Beings, which return 
** to the univcrfal Soul, were to be melted and 
*' dijfohedinto ity like fo many Subjlances of Wa^ 
'''^ and Lead r 

Cteanthes. himfclf, as we are infornted by Sto- 
locus'", faid '' that all things were made out of 
'* one, and would be again refolved into one.** 
But if all things were to become one, what room 
for feparate Perception, or diftinft Exiftence i^ That 
the Soul was to be thus changed and refolved with 
the reft', will not be denied. " You have as yet 
*' exiftcd as a Part (or have had a particular Sub- 
*' fiftence) you will afterwards be abforbed and loft 
*' in the Subftance, which produced you ; or you 
*' will be refumed into the divine Nature, or the 
**- fpermatic Reafons." The Soul was no longer 
to fubfift as a Part, or to retain a diftind Ex- 
iftence, becaufe it would be refumed into the uni- 

£ MfiTaCa^^tf0-», xa» XEONTAI, xa» i|a9rM«i| «»? Toi* rm ii>Mf 
^-Eclog. Phyf. c.xx. 

Vcrfal 
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verfal Nature. Is not the Refufion here plairtly 
oppofcd to a feparate and diftinft Exiftenca ^ f 
So much for th)^ Refufion. What niuft we think 

■ now of the DoArinc that would obtrude it upon 
us as a State of abfdlute and perfeft Happinefs ? 
What Appearance, let me once more alk, that 
the Souls of good Men were to be united to the 
Amma Mundi, by divine Knowledge^ Faiths and 
Virtue ? What Mark or Trace of the beatific Vi^ 
fion ? We have (hewn that the End and Purpofe 
of this Refufion was' iw^r^ ^i&jy?^^/ ; that it was 
defigned only to repair the Lofles and Decays of 
the univerfal Soul ; that Gods, Men, and all 
Other SubftanCes were to be refolved into it with 
this only View. -Befides, this Refufion was given 
to the Souls of the Good and Bad without Di- 
ftinftion. It was clearly and.direftly oppofed to 
a State of future Happinefs ; it was defcribed fo 
as plainly to exclude all perfonal and diftinft 
Exiftcnce. 

Strange and extravagant as this Notion may ap- 
pear to Mr. Jack/on, it is confirmed by Writers, 

• whole Rank and Diftinftion in the learned Wqrld 
may at leaft (dwt to Ikreen them from his In- 
fults and Contempts The learned Gudwortb fpeaks 
of this Refufion, as deftroying the perfond ahd 
diftinft Exiftence of thofe Beings, who were fup- 
pofed to rejoin the univerfal Nature. " The Stoical 
*' Pagans maintained, that all their other Gods, 
** fave Jupiter alone, were not only Tiyoyon^^ but 
** alfo 09af jjtfflju^oi, fuch as fhould be as wdl cor- 
** rupted is they were generated, and t^is fo alfo, as 
•* that their very Perfonalitits Jhpuld /I utterly abo* 
** lified and annibtlated: AH the Stoical Gods 

* ENrOEXTHX^ 122 MEPpr ENA<I>ANn:^fi2*[ TH TEN- 
r4xw Kola f4i]ftCoXi}y, Antoninu». 1. iy. 14. . 
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*< In the Conflagration being as it were meUed and 
*' confounded into one **.*' Even the Gods them- 
felves were to lofe their feparate and diftincft Ex- 
iftence, after their Return to the univerfal Soul ; 
they were to be melted down into it ; the very 
Phrafe applied by Antoninus to the human Soul; 

Acceffere ad eundem de refufione animarum er- 
rorem etiam Stoici, quatenus exiftimantes animari 
mundum fuo illoigne, quem dixerunt Jovcm, 
cenfuerunt noftras animas particulas ex illo dedu^ 
ftas, & in eundem cito tardeve reduci, aut redu- 
cendas certe effe in generali conflagratione, qud in 
unum Jovem univerfa reconflabuntur ^. 

The learned Le Clerc^ who was far from being 
prejudiced in Favour of the Argument I am here 
maintaining, fpeaks fully to our Purpofe. He 
would vindicate Euripides from the Charge of 
holding the Soul to be mortal : He owns that his 
Author did. aflert the Re-union of the Soul ;;* but 
then he infills that this Re-union, ^according to 
feme Philofophers, did not deftroy its perfonal 
Exiftence. However, with regard to the Stoics^ 
he very frankly and readily acknowledges that ic • 
did deftroy it ^. 

Dr. Burnet^ the learned Matter of the Charter^ ^ 
houfe^ charges the Stoics home with this Sentiment: 
He indeed, and rightly, extends the fame Charge 
to other Sefts -, declares that in their Syftcms all 
things were confidered as fo many feveral Emana- 

** Intelleftual Syftem, firft Edition, p. 425. 

^ GaiTendi Animadverfiones in deciiriiun libram Diogenis 
Laertii, p. 55i« 

- ^ Qaoi qu'ii en foit, dire que les ames voi\t dans Tether, ou, 
fi^Ton veuty a Dieu, ne fignifie pas qo^elles perdent leur Ex- 
iHence feparee, com me une goutte d*Eaa fa pert dans Tocean, 
lors qu'elle y eft jettee ; & rien n^ nous oblige de croire qu' 
Euripede a eie prcciferaent dans les mimes IdSesy que iesSioicienj 
ositfuiviei depuis, Bibliotheque Choife, vol vi p. 247* 
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tiQiw From the Deity ; . from whom they were fup* 
pofed to .be taken, aod into whom they were again 
to be refolvcd 5 but^ as he ftrbngly expreffcs it^ 
^ne omni diftinHione individuorutn ®. . 

It is with Angular Pleafure that I find this No- 
tion pf the Refufion confirmed by the worthy and 
learned Mr. Jortin^ in his judicious Difcourfes 
concerning the Truth of the Chriftian Religion* 
*« Some, who in Words acknowledge the' Ini- 
** mortality of the Soul, fcem in Reality to have 
*' taken it away^ by imagining that the. S.ou! was 
*^ a Part of the Soul of the World, of the Deity, 
•* and that, upon its Separation/rom the Body, it 
** was re-united to it." p. 247. He mentions the' 
Refiifion as deftruftive of a future State : And 
this is all I quote him for. 

I have, I hope, by this time fufficiejitly made 
good the Point I undertook to prove : Mr. Jackfon 
lays it down as an unqueftioned Truth (and in 
this I entirely agree with him) that the Souls of 
good Men were to be refolved into the divine 
Nature. .The Merits of the Difpute between us 
lie therefore within a narrow Cohipafs; the Souls 
of good Men mull be rewarded in and by this 
Refufion, or they cannot be rewarded at all. I 
have Ihewn that the Stoics (and my Argument is 
confined to them) did not confider this as a State 
of Retribution and Reward* I have therefore^ fo 
far as I am now concerned, efFei^ually confuted his 
Hypothefis. 

And here it is remarkable, that this Notion i^ 
deftruftive of future Punilhments, in the very 
Senfe, in which Mr. Jackfon Contends for them. 

* Archn^oJ, Phil. vii. fpeaking of things before their Ap- 
pearance in this World, and after their Departure.out of it, he 
ikys, habehant ]emp€r fttum modum fubfifteiidi in divina natur^, 
ticet fine 6niiu diftin^one individuorum. 

la He 
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He makes them confift in an Exclufion of tfe 
Wicked from the divine Nature. But we have 
Ihewn, that the old Stoics did, in Reality, fuppofe 
no fuch Exclufion, but that the Souls of the Good 
and Bad. were to be admitted indifferently to this 
Refufion ^ . • > . 

CHAP. . 

f And what Reply does Mr. J. make to this in hi$ late 
Defence ? Why, he roundly affirms that he never men- 
tioned the Refufion in thisSenfe^ tjiat. he never fuppofed it 
war> confidered as a State of Happinefs. This Denial looks 
vsrell. It looks as if he was afhamed : Not indeed of him- 
ftlf, which perhaps by this time one might txpt&. ; however 

* of his favourite Hypothecs. *And it was high time, unleis, 
in Excefs of Charity, he was refolved to Hick by that which 
every body elfe was about to abandon. 

P. 71, 72, 73, of his former Pamphlet, he tells us, thattfat 
Soul was ^o return to God ; that this Return was not fup- 
pofed to dedroy its perfonal and diflind Exiilence. He 
has employed much Pains and Rejfoning in Support of this 
laft Pofition ; and this in order to fliew that the Author of . } 

• the D. L.^ had not fairly reprefented the general Sentiment j 
of Antiquity on this head. But what had Mr. Warhurtm 
advanced on this Point? Why, that the Refufion of the Soul | 
was fuppofed to deftroy its feparate and diftinft Exiftence. If ■ ' 
therefore Mr. J . was not endeavouring to (hew that this Refu- 

lion was coniiitent with a State of feparate ^nd diftkid Per- j 

ception, he was all the time fighting without an Adverikry j 
he was only encountering a Chimsera, and yet he now boails 
of a Viftory mifreprefented. 

It is remarkable, that the Philofophers often mention a • 
State of future Happinefs in Heanjen. And our Author aflures 
us he was only labouring to prove, that this was a State of fe- 
parate and diilindl Exiilcnce. But againft whom was he la- 
bouring to-prove this ? his Adverfary mentions this \^xy State ; 
allows that it was reprefented as a State of feparate and pecu- 
liar Suhfiftence, as much as that of Tartarus or Elyfium itfeli^ 
D. L.;Vol. i. p. 410, II. 

In his firft Piece (p. 71 .) when he fpeaks of the Return of 
the Squl to God, he mentions Jthis as a private and hidden 
Dotlrine. Now if he was defcribing a private and hidden Do- 
ftrine, he mult have been all the time defcribing the Refu- 
«iion 5 for*a^'to the State of Happinefs in Heawn, 'it has beem 
fliewn that this was a public and o^en Notion'. 
• A - - But 
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Some Remarks on the Pajfag^s alledged by Mr. 
Jackfon to prove that th£ Fhilojophers be^ 
lieved a future State. . • 

THE Point afferted by oiir Author, is, that 
the Philofophers were fixed and fieddy in 
the Prafeffion of this Dodrine ; that they did 

con- 

But what will not this great Scholar fay, unfay^ and fay 
again ? and all to preferve an imaginary Name in Letters 
which he never had. In the mean time what a fine Taik has 
the An^were^ of one of thefe Men ? They will affirm any 
thing : They, are eafily confuted. They will deny they had 
affirmed: They are confuted again. Then they begin to dif". 
tinguijh : And by that time the Matter is half over, the Rea- 
der, as may be well expeded, grows weary of the Contro- 
verfy. So that was it not that they fometimes, as here, afford 
Occaiion for new Openings into Truth, one would no more 
purfue an Anfwerer by Profeffion for the Sake of the Victory, 
than one would hunt a Fox for his Carcafe. 

But rhave not^.as I fay, been all this time amufing myfelf 
and Reader with a mere Argument ad hominem pertinacem, my 
Reafoning, if I midake not, is plainly decifive qf the Point 
in Queilion. I have (hewn, that, according to the general 
Syflem of the Stoics , the Soul was to be refolved into the Ani* 
ma mundi, or divine Subftance, immediately upon its DifToIur 
tion from the Body; and if fo, there could be no room for 
the Belief of future Rewards and Punifhments, fmcq Mr.y^ 
himfelf allows, that this Refufion was confidered as a State of 
inere Infenlibility. 

And here let me aflc this very learned Man, why he took 
110 Notice of the Teftimonies, which were alledged to prove 
that this Refufion vyas to be immediate upon the Separation of 
t}^e Soul and Body. For thefe, as little as \\^ may think him- 
felf concerned in them,, will intirely clear up the Point againfl 
him. Numeniuj then, fpeaking offome^/wVj, declares, *■ that, 
•• according to them, the Soul of the Univerfe would be im- 
f * mortal, but that all others would upon Death be blended and 
'* ^ixed With it/'*—. «» Every Body, fays Jntoninus, wijl 
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conftanttj and invariably declare for it. *' One 
" may (fays he) as reafojnably doubt whether 
*' . any Cbrijlians ever did or do believe a future 

. ". State, 

*^ be loll and buried in the univ^erfal Subfiance; ererjr.Soal 
*' will be immediately abforbed and funk into the univerfal Na- 
*' ture/' or God. In another Place he fays, " Jh^emndtr an4 
** his Slave would upon Death be reduced to the very fame 
*• State j for that they i^ould either be refamed into the uniVter- 
'' ial Subftance (or God) or fcattered and difperfed into mere 

" Atoms.^* A^elay^^o; MdcxE6Ci;v, xai optoKO(AOi avre u'Tro^auoplsf 
«? r*uvro Ketltrynrav' >jto» y»p eXn^^Tiaecv «5 t»5 avrtti re xocfAtu 
ciFmJL»rne.ii<; Xoya?* n ^tsartci^a^via-av ofjLoiaiq «? rm arofAnq, 1. VL 
24 And Seneca, fpeaking of Death, fays, Vade fortiter, vade 
feliciter. — Nee rogaveris, nee timueris, nee te velut in aliqtiod 
malum exirurum tuleris»retro. Rerum natura qua te gentdfex' 
fedat, et locus melior actatior. Nat.^^tf. vi/32. Reram 
natura quae te genuit expeSlat. There cannot, I think, be a 
clearer Proof that the Soul, upon the Diffdution of the Body, 
\t'as immediately" to be refumed into the univerfal Nature, or 
God. .f 77^r/2 declares the fame in another PafTage already- 
quoted Cogita nihil eorum, quae ah oculis aheunty Q in rerum. 
naturanty ex qua prodierunt, & mox procefTura funt, reconduH' 
turj confumi j definunt ifta, non pereunt. Et mors, quam per- 
timefcimus & recufamus, intermittit vitam, nojn cripit. Ve- 
niet, qui iterum nos in lucem reponet dies. Bp, 64. How could 
Life he fufpended and interrupted upon Death, by Means or 
the Refufion, unlefs the Refu^on be fuppofed to be imme- 
diate ? EpiBetus too, in one of the Faffages already cited from 
iiim, fays, ** that at Death the Materials of which Men arc 

V compofed, will be refolved again into the Subftance from 
*' which they were originally taken," Jrrian, iv. 7. And the 
fame Writer in another Place declares *' That the fiery Sub- 

V ftance or the Soul, would, upon the Diflblution of the Body, 

V be refumed by the univerfal Nature, or God.^' 

Now to apply thefe Teftimonies direftly, to our prefent Pur- 
pofe. it is agieed on both Sides that the Stoics held the Refii- 
fion of the hunian Soul. It is allowed, even by Mr. y. himfelf^ 
that this Refufion was fuppofed todcftroy its perfonal anddiftind? 
fexiftence.' And the Parages juft recited prove that this Refu- 
fion was to be made upon the Separation' of the Soul and Body. 
Here then is a plain Proof, even upon the Gentleman's own 
■Principles, that the Soul ^as to lofe its feparate and diflinft 

xillence at Death. " ' ' ' ' " * ' * "' ^'' " 

" ' M^^' Let's 



*' State, as whether the Philofophefs amongft 
" the Heathens did believe it." p. 99. And how 
does he prove it ? Why, he brings feveral Paf- 

fages 

^ Let's now fee what tlieleairned Writer has advanced to fhew, 
that the Stoics believed a future State : And here he tells us, 
that the Interval between Death and the general Renovation 
was confidered as a Slate of Happinefs and Mifery. That ic 
was often reprefented in this Light will be readily allowed. 
But then the P^ffages juft cited,* as well as thofe produced in 
thefirft Chapter, plainly (hew that it was often reprefented as 
a State of melre Infeniibility. Here then are two very oppo- 
fite and contrary Accounts of a future State 

Now the learned Gentleman himfelf allows that the St&ics 
had a twofold Method of teaching on this very Snbjeft. Thfe 
only Queftion then is, which was the public and exoteric, 
which the private and efoteric Notion. And luckily Mr. y,^ 
himfelf has determined this Point for us. As for , the fn6Jie 
Notion, he fays it was contrived to inculcate the Doftrine ef 
another Life in the moft feniible and grofs Manner ; 'but th^ 
Refufibil was fuppofed to take away all peculiar and diilin^t 
Perception; and, what is more, the learned Gentleman him-> 
felf allows that it was fuppofed to do this. This therefore, 
according to his own Reafoning, muft have been the frivate 
Dodlrine. 

Again ; the learned Writer fays, that the Soul, according 
to the Stoics, was to return to God ; that this Return was 
fuppofed to confiitute the Happinefs of good Men in another 
Life: However that this Notion was not to be imparted to the 
People, as being quite unfit and improper for their Know- 
ledge. Now if this Return to God, which was really and 
adually faid to be a State of Happinefs, could not be fafely 
imparted to the People ; much left could the Refufion, which, 
<m Mr. Jackforis own Principles, was confidered as a State of 
. inere Infeniibility. We may then conclude, even according 
to his own Reafening, that the Refufion mufl he ranged 
amongft the frinrnte and hidden Notions. 

Upon the whole, the real Fa£t with Regard to the old 
ttoi'csy was this : They fometimcs fpcak of '^he Interval (or 
bart of it) between Death and the g^eral Conflagration as a 
State of Rewards and Punifhments. Bat then it muft not be 
diifembled, that they often fpeak of it as a State, in which, 
the Soul was to be deprived of all Perception. It plainly ap- 
p^s t00| even upon the Gentleman's own Principles, that 
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fag^s from the Ancients, in which, according to 
his Interpretation, they declare for another Life. 
This, I prefume, he calls his DetnonftraHdn. In 

the 

this lad was- ^t private and ifiterk Notion i and after tbis I 
need not furely go about to prove that this was the only Do^ 
dlrine of a future State really entertained and beiie*ued by the 
Philofophers themfelves. Bat a Word or two, more on this 
Part pf the Argument, 

" The 5/<?/<i called Death a Separation of the Soul (Which 
*^ they thought to be of a fiery Nature) from the Body ; and 
** taught that, after that, the Soul returned to its congenial 
/^ Element, and continued happy or miferable for certain Pe« 
*^ riods of Time, or till its DiiTolution at the general Cocfla-> 
^' gration and Refuiion into the fupreme Soul of the Uni* 
** verfe/' Mr. J. Defence, p. 62. The thing afiirmed hcret 
is, that the Interval between Death and the general Reno* 
vation, was confiderM as a State of Rewards and Puni(h- 
ments. I muA firil take Notice that this flatly contradi£is the 
(everal PafTages^ in which the Stoics reprefent Peach as the 
very £nd and Extindion of oar Being ; but what I would 
chiefly obferve here, is, that it i^ flrangely inconiiibnt with 
the TeHimpnies alledged by our Author himfelf on this very 
Point. " Cleantbes taught, that the Souls of ail Men cootinued 
" (after Death) till the Conflagration. But Cbry^us hid^ 
** that the Souls of fwi/e Men (or Heroes) only continued fo 
** /o»g"." If Piogener Laertius hj^ right in this laft Account > 
if the Souls of fieroes only were to fuhfifl till this general Con- 
flagration; how will our Author be able to prove that ^he 
Souls oi all Men were to continue for this Period? if he can 
make good this 'Point againfl me, mufl he not make it good 
againfl Z)/^^»^j Laertius at the fame time too ? And is he, as 
1 before afked, fo defper^tely enamoured and fond of Contro- 
verfy, tjiat, rather than fpare his Adverfary, he will ev^i^ 
anfwer and confute himfelf ? In his flrd Pamphlet (p. 98) he 
lirges thp Teftimony of ^rius Didymus^ who fays, " that the 
.*• Souls of good Men were to exift till the Conflagration an^ 
•^ Difibl^tion of the tJniverfe ; but thofe of the. wicked to con- 
*? tinus only to a certain Period." And here too is not hi^ 
p>yn Evidence clear and exprefs againft him ? For, with Re- 
gard to the Sovils of thewicked, what can one colleft, even 
from bis own Tranflation, more than tli^t they were mt tq 
fijbSft ^^ th? general Conflagraiioq ? 
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the following Sheets I propofe to coofider and 
examine it ; and if I ftiould fay I will undertake 
intirely to confute and overthrow it, I (hall 

hardly 

2. Bat not to infill on his feveral Contradictions, the.vay 
Argument, which he brings to prove that the Sioia believed 
a future State, proves jufl the contrary. He tells his Rea4er» 
that the Soul, on their Principles, was to ntum ttfter Diatb 
to its cmgenial Element ; and let me tell him that this Return 
was looked upon by the old Stoics, as equivalent to a State of 
Nonexiftence. P/«//jrf^, explaining their Notion, fays, ''that 
*' the Souls of the Unwife (and thefe muft include the Body 
** of Mankind) would mingle with the Elements at Death ; 
*' but that of the wife Man would jemain till the Conflagra- 
•* tion." D. L, vol. i. p. 391. This Return to the Elementa 
is here mentioned as a State of abfolute Infenfibility ; it is op- 
pofed to a State of feparate and diflinA Exiilence, in very 
plain and exprefs Terms. The fame is confirmed by feveral 
Pa(fages already cited . Magnus animus deo pareat, & quic^ 
quid lex univerii fine cundlatione patiatur. Aut in melioreoi 
emittitur vi.tam, lucidius tranquilliufque inter divina maoTu* 
rus, aut certe fine ullo futurus incommodo, nAturafua re^ 
' piifcebitur, 8c revertetur in totum, Seneca Ep. 72. Cogita ni- 
hil eorum quae ab oculis abeunt, et in rerum naturam^ ex qua 
frodierunt, et mox procefiura funt. reconduntur, confumi; 
definunt ifb, non pereunt. Et mors quam pertimefcimns Bt 
recufamus, intermittit vitam, non eripit. Ep, 34. There aro 
many Teftimonies to the fame Purpofe, both in this and tho 
firft Chapter. And yet our Author, unconfcious of the Ha- 
yock he was going, to make in his own Syflem, talks muc|i 
.of this Return to and Mixture with the Elements. When I 
firft faw this PajTage, (the Soul will return to its congenial Ele-* 
fnent) I was quite at a Lofs to conceive to what Purpofe of 
the Controverfy he would infift upon this Circumfiance. But 
what yi2LS my Surprife, when I- found that he urged .it as ^ 
JProof that the Stoics really belie v'd another Life ? 

I muft therefore tell this very learned Man* that he yields 
fip the whole Queftion, when he afierts, " That the Soul wat 
^^ to return to its congenial Element upon Death.*' It apr 
pears from the Tefiimonies already cited, and Ten thouiand 
others, that it was to be fp blended and mix*d with this Ele- 
|nent, as to lofe its feparate and dillin6l Perception. It was 
not therefore, even on his own Principles, to remain a pari^ 
fular Being after Death ; and therefore wh^t ^00^ for (h^ fie* 
|j^ pf future flewards aiid Punishments ? 

ft 



hardly be thought to pmmife any great Matter. 
• but as our Author's Temper will ndver fufFcr 
him to do atly thing by halves, nor his Judgment 
V ' . help 

It. will be provedin the E3ghtK Chdpter, that the Soul was 
lield to be ftriftly and properly a Part of God. If therefore 
it was updH t>iath'io rctarn to its congenial Suhftanct, it ^2s 
immediately to be refolved into God or the Anima Mundi ; 
8ftid this Refuiion, as our Author himfelf allows, was held Cd 
ht deHruAive of all perfotial and difltna Subfiflenee. 

felt be goes on. *• The Stoics difFer'd in two Points from 
*• the Pythagoreans and PlatQniJis^ i. In mdking the ra- 
*'' tional Soal to be material. %, In limiting its Duration fti 
*' the future State, Which the others thought to be unlimited ^ 
•' and immortals p. 62. But did not the Pythagoreans and 
Platonijts limit the Duration of the Soul in the future State as 
well as tint Stoics? It is, I think, genially fuppofed that 
they did not. But furely without Reafon*. For did iiot thfc 
I^lldwcrs of Pythagoras arid Plato hold this Doftrine of gen^ 
ral Resolutions as well as t^e Stoics P IHd they, not fuppofe 
thar the fame M^n Were to return again to the prefent State, 
and live in the very fame Circumftances as before ? And does 
not all this necefliarily' imply, that the Duration of the Soul 
fn thefutkre State Could riot be thought unlimited and eternal? 
: But let us rettrrrt to the Stoics, from whom we have digrefs'd. 
.As to Zeno, Gkanthes, 2tXiA Chryjipfus, Mr. 7. iufifts much 
upon their Belief of a fh^ure State ;' arid whatever Impref- 
£on he may make upon his Reader, he feems at lead to per- 
vade himfelf that he has made good this Point. But how is 
it poffible for him to prove, at this time of Day, what he 
undertook, that they were 7wr^/i»/ and »»(/&r«i in their Prb- - 
feffiohs on this Article? The few Remains of their Works 
ftill left us are fo very flight and inconfiderable, that one caii- 
Hot be enabled by them ovXy to form a Judgment of their 
Pra^lioe and Opinion as fo the Point in Queftion. However 
one thing is certain, *vifc, that the PhilofopherS of the fanie 
ScSt pretty generally agreed in their mrain Syfteni. . We may 
then conjcfture from the Doftrine and Profeffions oiF the lat^r 
Stoics, what thofe before them taught and thought with re- 
gard to a future State. Arid as EpiSieius is commonly allowM 
-tahave been a genuine and thorough Stoic, it is not unreafori- 
able to fuppofe that he might fpeak the real Sentiments of 
this Sea. . " 

It mad not be denied that the later Philofophers did foriie- 
tjjnes mak« Innovations in the old Syftcms j bu^ then ^bis was 
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help him to know where to flop, he pulhes his 
Principle out of Sight both of Reafon and Anti- 
quity i and throws out of Diftance all who have 

taken 

• 

with a View to improve and refine them ; to purge them of 
Abfurdities, or clear them from Objedtions, which could not 
be eafily removed. Now as the feveral Innovations were made 
with this View, it would be abfurd to imagine, thaL the more 
early Stoics did either profefs or believe the Dodrine of a fu- 
ture State in a more'conftant and uniform Manner than thofe 
who came after them. I do not fay this, in order to decline 
any' Argument our Author offers, or for waitt of a proper 
Reply to what he has advancM with regard to^thefe three, 
ancient Stoia. The Gentleman does indeed plume himfelf 
.upon thefe Proofs j and as I am not fenfible of the Force of. 
them, I will give him an Opportunity of making his bed of 
them, and explaining them to more Advantage^ Let us fee 
then what Mr. y. makes Chryfifpus fay : As for Zeno and 
CteantheSf I mufl referve them for the next Chapter. All this 
weight of Demon(b-&tt<xi from Chryjippus amounts to one fin* 
g\e P&Kag^ o{ Diogenes Laertius. *^ Chryfippus faid that the 
•* Souls o(*wi/e Men^ly (or Heroes in Mr. JackfotCs Inter- 
*' pretation) were to continue till the Conflagration.'* p. 6. - 
'What now does this come to ? Why» that, according to . 
htm^ the B<mls. of Heroes were to fubfift till the general Di/To* 
Iittioo. But what js this to our prefent Argument ? The Point 
cor Author undertook to prove was, that the Souls of all 
Men would continue to this Period. Why then does the Te* 
ililiiosj, on which he refls his whole Excufe, relate only to 
^ Smk of Heroes ? 

z. I fee no more in this PaiTage of Diogtms Laertiut, than 
in one cited from Plutarch in the Z>. Z.. p. 391 . which runs 
thus. ** Tht Stoics taught that theSpuLof the Weak asfd, 
*' Infirm would die or return to the Elements at its Depar* 
*^ tare from the Body s but that the Soul of the wife Man 
f ' would hold out till the Conflagration." The Souls of the 
wife Men and> Heroes, as Mr. 7. affures u9> were the fame. 
Suppofe then Cbryfippus believed that the Souls 6f Heroes 
were to contipue till this time; he might x^xy confilleacly 
believe too, that thofe of all other Men (i. e, the Bulk of 
Mankind) would die and perifh with the Body. 

3. It is, I think, pretty evident from a Paflage in PIw 
tarcb^ that Chryjippus denied all future Puniihments. '' He 
V laughed, as Plutarch informs us, at the common and po<r 
l\ pplkr Accounts of another Life." Now we have iitewn 
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taken the fame Road before him, . His Mattel 
and Bencfhiftor the late Dr. Clarke was as warm 
an Admirer of the old Philofophers as himfelf ; 

contends 

• 

that feveral of the Stoics confiderM thefe *oery Accounts as the 
only Foundation and Support of future Puniihments; that 
they thought themfelves obliged to difcard and explode the 
Jaft, barely becaufe fhey could not admit the firft. As. Chry- 
Jippus therefore fo freely ridiculed the vulgar Notion of futare 
PanifhmentSy this will of itfelf be a fair f refaznption that he 
believed no future Punifhments at all. 

• The Paflage from Plutarch runs thus. *' Hie (Chryfipfus) 
•* laughed at Tlaio for endeavouring to deter Men froni In- 
** juftice by frightful Stories of divine Vengeance and Po- 
" niihments after Death ; for that thefe were the moftchildiih 
•* of all Terrors, as the Doftrine of Puniihments in another 
** Life was fubjeft to great Difficulties. This then was in 
** Reality, no more than the Bugbears of Accho and Alpbito^ 
** which Women employ to fright Children. And yet, adds 
*• Plutarch, he maintained, that the Gods %vould punifh 
*' wicked Men." (De Rep. Stoic. 'p. 1040. Ed. Xyl.) And 
hence Plutarch accufes him of Contradiftion. The Foun- 
dation of the Charge is, that Chryjippus fuppofed divine * 
Punifliments, and yet laughed at the Stories mention*d by 
Plato, And does not this plainly intimate that he was' 
conceived to rejed all future Puniihments, as well as thdfe 
recorded by Plato f For had he held any future Puniihments ' 
whatever, what poffible Ground could there have b^en for this 
Charge? 

' 4. Mr. y. himfelf allows that the Notions of a Provi- 
dence and a future State depend upon each other. Now v(^ 
have ihewn, in the. Beginning or this Chapter, what very 
extravagant and ahfurd Notions this fame Chryfippm had en- 
tertained of the firil 1 and therefore we may conclude, on the 
Principle advanced by the learned Gentleman himfelf, that ' 
he could have no rational or well-grounded Hope of another ' 
Life. 

5. In two PaiTages q>{ Plutarch, ci'ed in this very Chap- 
ter, we have the following Account of the DoArine of Chry^ 
fippus. '* According to him, the Soul of the World would 
'* have confumed and wailed into nothing, had it not been 
•' repleniih'd with freih Materials, in order to fupply and re- 
** cruit its Lodes. It was to increafe and be inlarged, till it 
'* had confumed all Things into itfelf; it was to augment con-' 
f' tiuuallj, till ^11 Qiaterial Subdi^ces w^rp abfprbed into it.** 

Nw 
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contends for their Befief of this very Article : 
But then as to the Steddinefs and Conftancy of this 
Belief, he was not Zealot enough in the Caufe ojf 
Paganifm to fay that. His great Knowledge of 

Now as all Things , all Suhftances whdtetver, were to be dailjr 
abforbed into the Anima Mundi or Divine Being, it is evi- 
dent that the Souls of Men were to undergo the fame Fate$ 
and if thefe were to be continually refolved into the divina 
Subilance, it is evident from what has been faid of the Re- 
fuiion, that they were continually tb die and periih. • 

To|le fenous with one who deferves it fo little of .me. If 
Mr. Jack/on would afpire to the Character of an able and ho- 
neft Examiner, infinitely preferable to that of a fubtjle Difpu- 
tant, he mud fairly weigh the united Force of thefe various 
Arguments j and not keep nibbling at the loofeEnd only of one 
, or two : A Practice that inevitably betrays either his Ignorance 
• of their Force, or his Fear and Apprehe'nfion of their Weight. 
What I undertook to prove (againft his Affertion oft repeat- 
ed) was, that Chryfippus 6id not profefs the DoArine of a fu- 
ture State in the moft unifbrm and conftant Manner. 1 have 
done this: And let Mr. Jack/on undo it, if he can. 

At parting however 1 will tell Jaim a Secret, if he will pro- 
mife not to tell it again, a^ his own, as he did by the My* 
fteries (fee p. 89. of his Pamphlet, The Belief of a future State^ 
^c.) at the fame time he was abufing his Informer. -7— In 
the ancient P^gan Theology, extraordinary Men were fup: 
- ^ pofed to have Souls of a Nature and Species above the Com- 
mon ; which they diflinguilhed into a higher and lower Clafs ; 
the firft called Demonic and the other Heroic^ while the com.- 
mon Race of Men had only plain human Souls. The Philofo- 
phers, we have (hewn, fometimes talk as Naturalifts, fomcr 
times as Theologifts. Hence they fometimes fpeak of th^ir 
^ife Man as fubjedl to the common Lot of his Species ;' fome- 
times as holding it out a good deal longer. In this lattec 
Account they confidered their naife Man as the fame with 
him the People called zHeroi and fuppofed him of a StulF 
that would indure longer than the Souls of common Texture, 
And this explains a Circumilance that the learned Reader 
could not but obferve in their Accounts of the Duration of 
their twife Man, which is their fpeaking of it as a natural 
Advantage and Prerogative, not a moral. And thus we fee 
the Principle of the double DoSlrine clears up this Difficulty 
likewife.* This is enough to remove 'Mr. JatkJinCs Embarras. 
Bat woiild he know more pf this Matter, he muli call agaki. 

Antiquity, 
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Antiquity, and much greater Regard for Truth, 
would not fufTer him to bid fo open Defiance to a 
notorious Fad: i and, along with that, to common 
Senfe and common Decency. He frankly owns, 
that there was fo much Doubtfulnefs^ Uncer^ 
tuintyj and Vnfieddinefs in the Thoughts and 
AfTertions of the Philoibphers concerning this 
«c very Point, as could not but very much di- 
** minifli its proper Effeft and Influence upon. the 
*« Hearts and Lives of Men *•'* 

*^ It will not feem ftrange, feys a celebrated 
** Writer, to obferve the wifeft of the Ancients 
pufliing this principle to fo great a length, 
and confidering Glory, as the ampleft Reward 
of a well fpent Life ; when we refleft, that 
*' the greatejt Part of them had no Notion of any 
" other Reward or Futurity. And even thofe 
•* who believ'd a State of Happinefs for the 
Good, yet entertained it with fo much ~T>iffi^ 
dencCy that they indulged it rather as a Wijh 
than a well-grounded Hope^ In another Place 
he obfcrves, *' That the natural Law could ferve 
^' as a fufficient Guide but to very few, that it 

* ** The wifeft Philofophers did indeed {braetimcs feem to 
*' have reafoned chemfelves into a Belief of it. But then one 
•* cannot, without fome Pity and Concern of Mind> obferve 
*• how ftrangely at other Times the Weight of the fame Ar- 
"• guments feems to have flipt (as it were)* out of their Minds^ 
*• and with what wonderful Diffidence^ Waverings and Un- 

** fteddinefs^ they difcourfc about the fame^ Things even 

*' thofe great Philofoj)hers themfelves, the very beft and 
** wifeft, and moft confiderate of them that ever lived, did 
" fometimes exprefs themfelves with fo much Hefitancy and 
•• JJnfieddineJs concerning a futqre State^ as could not but 
** extremely hinder the proper Influence and EfFed, which 
*' that moft important Confideration ought to have upon thel 
•• Hearts and Lives of Mcn«" Sermons freacbed at BtyWs 
Le^urfi p. 294, 5, 6, 7* ' 

*' wat 
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« was not difcoverable even to thofe few, .witf.- 
♦' out great Pains and Study i and could not pro- 
^^ duce in them at laft any thir^ more than a 
** Hope^ never a full Perfuafton \ wMlft the greats 
** eft Part of Mankind^ even of the Virtuous 
^^ and Inquifitive, tived withofit the Knowledge 
.^* of a God, or the Expeffation of a FuturifyJ* 
Hiftory of the Life of Cicero y vol. ii, p. 519, 56?. 
Th^fc were the Sentiments of Men prepoffe&d, 
indeed, in favour of a vulgar Error, but advancr 
jng it with that Caution and Modefty, which be- 
came their Learning and Jngcnuity. But to 
come to Mi*. Jackfon \ whofe Authorities from 
Antiquity it is the Purpofe of this Chapter to 
examine. A nd that we may be the better able, 
to judge of their proper and real Force, we fhal! 
firft ftate and define the Point they are produced 
to prove againft the Author of the D. L. which 
is that the Philofopbers believed a future State. 
As he undertakes therefore to confute the Doc- 
trine of this Writer, it will be expefted that he 
itt direftly and exprefsly about his Bufinefs. And 
now, fince 'tis not improbable he may have ne- 
ver read his Book, I will juft inform him in 
whaH: Manner his learned Adverfary ftates the 
Queftion* 

I. When he charges the Ancients with the 
Denial of a future State, he confines bis Charge to 
the Philofopbers ohly : He further reftrains it to 
the Greek Phi|ofophcrs ; and, out of thefe, ex- 
cepts Socrates \ and,, all who lived after the tim^ 
of Chrift. As to thefe he owns that they im- 
proved and refined upon the Syftems of thofe who 
went before them : And that, in ponfequence of 
this, they really believed the Dodrine of a. future 
State. 

To 
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To make our Author's Tefti monies therefore 
come home to the Point, they mgft prove that 
. ibe Greek Philofopbers before our Saviour (I always 
• except Socrates) entertained this Notion ; he muft 
prove too, as the neceflary Support of his own fa- 
vourite Pofition, that thefc Philofophers were 
fixed and fettled^ fieddy and uniform in the Pro- 
feffion of this Doftrine; This is the Point he 
. undertakes, or fhould undertake, to prove \ with 
what Succefi, let us now fee. 

He begins with his favourite Jamblicbus. " Jam* 
•' blicbus fays, that, in his time, all the Galatiani 
•' and TraUianSj and moft of the barbarous Na- * 
" tions taught their Children to believe, that 
*' the Soul did not perifh but continue after 
*^ Death." p. 94. 

" Jamblicbus fays, tbaf^ in his time^^^ t£c. If 
this will ferve his Purpofe, Mr. W. tells us more* 
He tells us, that, at all times^ both barbarous 
and civil* policied T^ations taught their Children 
this Belief. But what is this to the Purpofe? 
Were the Guhtians and Trallians Greek Philofo- 
fbers ? Or did the Contemporaries of Jamblicbus 
live before the Time of Chriji? HisGalatians and 
Trallians therefore he muft keep for Ibme other 
Occafign. And, .if I might advife him, it fhould 
be to people his new erefted Kingdom of Space. 
But to go on. " Tully (he tells us) fays, that the 
*' Exiftence of the Soul after Death is the con- ' 
*' current Belief of all Nations; to which he 
** [Tully'l agrees." p. 94, 5. It*s well he does, 
or this Teftimony had been as little to the Purpofe 
as the foregoing : We have now indeed got a 
Philofophcr by Chance ; but he comes in only 
by the by, and, as it were, aliud agens. But now 
we have him let us make the bcft of him. And 

therefore 
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therefore 1 miift here defire our Author to recoi- 
led, what he is on all Occafions fo apt to for- 
get, the real State of the Queftion •, which is not 
whether the Philofophers did fometimes profefs 
the Belief of another Life, but whether they 
w^ejSxed 3jc\d fit Sled ^ confiant and unvaried in 
this Profcffion, When he comes to himfelf, 
therefore, we muft neceffarily fuppofe that he 
gives us Cicero as one, that was uniform andfted^ 
^ itk what he advanced on this Point. I am forry 
for his Sake, and my own, for I am fure the 
Public lofes nothing by it, that he is fo great a 
Stranger to Tully's Writings. Ut hoc faltem in 
maximis malis boni confequamur, ut mortem, 
^uam etiam heati contemnere debeamus^ propterea 
^uod nullum fenfum ejet babituray nunc fie affefti 
non modo contemnere debeamus, fed etiani op- 
tare. Fam. Ep. v. 2 1 . Sed hsec confolatio levis 
eft; ilia gravior, qua te uti Ipero: ego certe 
utor. Nee enim dum ero, angar ulli re, cum va- 
cem omni culpa ; et fi non ero^ fenfu omni careho. 
vi. g. Dcinde quod mihi ad confolationem com- 
mune fecum* eft, fi jam vocer ad exitum vitas, 
non ab ea republica avellor, qua carendum effe 
doleam ; prafertim cum id fine -ullo fenfu futurum 
fit. vi. 4. And again to his Friend 'Toranius^ 
Cum confilio profici nihil poffit, una ratio vide- 
tur, quicquid evcnerit, ferre moderate, pr^efertim 
cum omnium rerum mors fit exlremum, vi. 21. 

Thefe Paflages have already been produced in 
the D.L. but our Author intirely overlooks them^ 
as not amounting, I fuppofe, to Proof -againft 
him, or not (hewing that Cicero did fometimes 
declare his Dlibelief of another Life. However, 
I chufe to rub his Nofe with them onca more, 
as this will ferye withal to expofe. hisDifuigenuity 
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and want of Candour, in thus meanly conceafing 
from his Reader the Teftimonies which have beea 
urged againft him K 

1 mufll 

^ Thefe Paffagcs have been alkdgcd by tlic Amlior of the 
2). i^. in order to confirm his Opinion, that Cicer§ did not be-* 
lieve a future State. He thinks that they bid ^r to give us 
his real Opinion, as they came from him in the Seafon of Ca- 
lamity and Diflrefs. ** Thefe (fays he) are Lettdrs of Confo- 
•• lation to his Friends, when he hirafelf, by Reafon of the ill 
" State of public Af&irs, mnch wanted Confelation; a Sea- 
" fon, when Men have leaft Difguife, and are mofk difpofed 
" to lay open their whole Hearts. 

< 

*' Nam veras voces tum demum pedtore ab imo 

** Ejiciuntur, et eripitur/rr/^ff^, manctres.** p. 401. 

The learned Dr. Middleion has fince employed this very Cir^ 
cumfifince^ to the Support of the contrary Opinion. *' In a 
melancholy Hour, fays he, when the Spirits are depreffed, 
the fame Argument would not appear to him with the fame 
Force, and Doubts and Difficulties get the Afcendant, and 
*' what humoured his prefent Chagrin find the readied Admif- 
*' fion. The Pailages alledgetl were all of this kind, written 
•* in the Seafon of Dejeaion." [Hifidrycf tkt Life o/Ciaro, 
voL ii. p. ^61.) To this Mr. ^. replies, *' It is allowed 
'V tha( a defponding Temper, like that of Cicsr^Sr will 
'I in a melancholy Hour, be always inclined to fufped the 
" worft. But to what is its Sufpicion confined ? Without doubt" 
'' to the liTue of that very Afiair, which occafioned the Di- 
•* ftrefs. A melancholy Hour would have iuft the cpntrajy 
Influence on. his other Cogitations. And this is the wile 
Difpofnion of Nature ^ that the lefs Support the Mind has 
perfuaded itfelf it fhallfind in one Quarter, the more it en- 
deavours to make k up in abundance of Hope for another. • 
** So that unlefs Cicero was made differently from all other 
** Men, one might venture to fay, bis Hopes of future Good . 
'* (had his Philofophy permitted him to entertain any Hopes 
" at all) would have rifen in propor^bn to his Fears of the 
**" prefent. And this is feen every Day in feft. For it is no- 
*' thing but this natural Difpofition that makes Men of the: 
" World fo generally fly even to Superftition for the Relief 
"^ of their Misfortunes." p. 402. Nothing can be more true 
than what is here faid,- that our Hopes of Futurity are ncvfer 
faibrOng and vigorous, as in the Seafon of Calamity and Di- 
ib^efs. Had Cicero therefore entertained any Notions of fu- 
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I mwft take Notice tHat the Evidence of thefe 
Paffitges comes with redoubled Force upon thi« 
learned Gentleman. He infifts that Seneca^ in his ^ 

Letters 

, lure Happinefsy nt might have expelled the jnofl clear an4 
lively Declarations of them at this very Time. The Solutioo 
which the Doctor d&xi can hardly, I think, be efteemed na^ 
turalt as it certainly^ fuppofes Cicero to have been made in a . 
different Way from all other Men. ^ ' 

2. It is agreed on all Hands, that thefe Paflages were ad^ 
dreiled to Friends in Didrefs by way of Confolation. But then 
it is faid, that Cian would not have applied this Topic of 
Comfort, had not he himfelf been in a State of Dejection ah4 
Defpair. As if he had only employed this Argument in hij| 
j»o^ gloomy and melancholy dours ; as if it had been occa- 
lioned only*by his Chagrin ; and the troublefome Situation 
of Things about him . Whereas < he very frankly declares, in 
his Tu/culaHs themfelves, that this was the moft real and ef* 
fedual. the mofl folid and fubfiantial Comfort that could be 
adminiflered againfl the Fear of Death, In his firft Tufculan 
he undertakes to prove, that Death was not an Evil; and this. 
ift. Becaufe it was not attended with any adtual Punifhmen^ 

I or pofitive and real Mifery. tdly^ He riles higher, and la- 

bours to prove, that Men ought to look upon Death as a Blef- 

! £ng rather than an Evil, as the Soul, after its Departure from 

I the Body, might be happy in another Life. In the firft Part 

he fuppofes the Mort^ity and Extinflion of the Soul at 

V Death I in the fecond he plainly fuppofes, that it will fur- 

vive the Body. Now the Queition is, on which Dodrine does 
he lay ii(loft Strefs $ or, which of thefe two Notions, in the 
Opinion of Cicero, would ferve beft to fortify and prepare 
Men againft the Fear of Death ? And luckily Cicero himfelf 

I has long jince determined this Point for us ^ having in the firft 

Tu/culan brought feveral Reafons to prove the Immortality of 
of the Soul, he after all very frankly declares, that they had. o 

no great Validity and Force ^ that the moft folid and fubflantial 
Argument, which could be urged againft the Fear of Death, 
was the very Confideration advanced in his Letters, or th$ 
• Do&rine «vohicb makes it the utter Period efour Being : And in • 

the remaining Part of the Book he proceeds to argue chiefly on 
this Suppofition, as beir^ the heft calculated to fupport Men • * 

r againft the Fear and Terror of Death. The Arguments which 

he urged to prove the Immortality of the Soul, leem fometimes 
to have had great Weight with the Perfon, to whom they^ 
were immediately addrelsM ; he declares himfelf fond of the O- 
piaion, and refolyes not to part with it. Nemo me de immor- 

fe a talitatei 



L 



• 









. . C HO ] • 

Letters to bis Friends, would not dijfemhle his real 
Opinions. (Farther Defence^ p, 26.) And will not 
the fame Reafoning prove that we are to look for 

a ftria 

. talttati depeller. To this Cicero replies, Laudo id qoidem } 
ctfi nihil nimis oportet confidere : Movemur enim fxpe aliqao 
acQCe conclufo : Labamus mutamafque fententiam clarioribus 
etiam in rebus : In his eft enim aliqaa obfcuritas. Id igicur 
fi accident, fimus armati. c. 32. He does not feem to la^ 
any great Strefs on the Notion of a future; State ^ nihil oportet 
nimis conddere. He owns that the Arguments, alledged in 
fupport of ity were rather fpecious than folid : Movemur enim 
faepe aliquo acute conclufo. That they were not plain and clear 
enough to make any (Irong and laftin^ Impreflion : Labamus 
snutamufque fententiam clarioribus etiam in his r^bus ; in his 
eft enim aliqua obfcuritas. — ^That' therefore the beft Remedy 
at all Events, would be the Notion that the Soul dies with the 
Body : Id igitur fi acciderit, fimus armati. Having then ex- 
plained what he had to fay on the Immortality of the Soul, 
lie proceeds to fhew that Death could not be confidered as an 
'Ey^^t on the Suppofition that the Soul was to perifti with the 
Body. 

When therefore he would teach Men to contemn the Ter- 
rors of Death, he grounds his main Argument on theMorta- 
lity of the Soul. As to the Notion of a future State, it was 
maintained by Arguments too fubtile to work a real and lafting 
ConviAion ; it was not thought clear enough to make any 
deep and ftrong Impreflion. He has therefore Recourfe to the 
Extin^ion of the Soul, as the moft comfortable Confideration 
that could be employed againft the Fear of Death. This was 
not then a Topic that was peculiar to the Seafon of Deje^on 
and Diftrefs ; it was not onlv " thrown out accidentally, when 
*' he was not confidering the Subje£l,** but was ufed in the 
Works that were deliberately and profeiTedly written on this 
very Point. It could not therefore be orc^Wonly, and fuited 
to the prefent Circumftances, as the learned Writer in his 
Reafoning all along fuppofes. 

. ^dly. In his 5th Tufculan he mentions Epicurus by Name, 
and very frankly declares that his Syftem might ferve'to for- 
tify and arm Men againft Death as well as any of the reft. Quis 
enim parum eft contra mortem aut dolorem paratus ?— Quid 
tandem ? ijli grandiioqui contra hsec duo quae maxime angunt, 
[mortem & dolorem} melius fe habent quam Epicurus f 3 1. As 
to the Extindion of the Soul, he declares, that it was as iblid 
^nd fubftantial a Topic as any that could be oftered to remove 
xhe Pear of Death. And what does he fay more in his £pl- 

• ftles r • 
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a ftrift Declaration of Cicero^ s real Sentiments in 
HIS Letters : And if we are, the Paflages juft 
cited may ferve to determine this Part of the Con- 

troverfy. 

Let 

ftles ? It is evident therefore, that his Advice in the laft was 
not purely occafional and accommodated only to the Men he 
had to do with. 

Again ; when Cicero^ in his (harpeft Afflidions, undertakes 
to comfort himfelf, what is the Method which he propofes, 
the Remedy which he prefcrrbes as the moft certain and effec- 
tual Cure of his Misfortunes ? Why, it was that he would kill 
himfelf. Ca&ceri quidem, Pompeias, l<entulus tuus, Scipio, A* 
franius, fcede perierunt. At Caio fraclare. Jam ifthuc qui- 
dem, cum volemus, licebit. 1. ix. ep. i8. 

Now this is the very thing he inculcates in his other Writ- 
ings ; the very Remedy he prefcribes as moft real and fubftan* 
tial in the Seafon of Calamity and Diftrefs. Ut enim fi cni 
naviganti, praedones infequantur* deus quis dixerit, Ejia ti 
navif prsefto eH qui excipiat, vel delphinus, ut Arionem Me- 
thy museum ; — iic, urgentibus afperis 8c odioiis doloribus, (i 
tanti non fit ut ferendi fint, quo Jit confugiendum vides. ^ufc* 
j^\ ii. 26. What I would infer from hence, is, that Cicer^t 
way of thinking and reafoning on this Point was much the 
fame in the lowed Seafon of his Calamity and Diftrefs, as at 
other times. For does he not in the firft propofe to put in Pra- 
€Uce the \^ty Precepts which he deliberately lays down in 
the laft ? 

So much for the Circumftance which occafioned the Difpote^ 
^between thefe celebrated Writers. With regard to Mr. W. 
let me obferve, that before^ produces thefe Paiges, he em- 
ploys fome Pages to prove that Cieero's real Sentiments are to 
be found onfy in his Epiftles. And furely what he has alledged 
in fupport of this laft Point ought to be examined, before any 
one attempts to (hew from his other Writings, that Cicero be- 
lieved a future State. Here then, I think, the Adverfaries of the 
D. L. are all guilty of Tergiverifation ; for they lay their main 
Streis on Teftimonies taken from thofe other Writings, with- 
out fo much as trying to difprove what has been advanced to 
ihew that we arc to look for Cicero^ t real Opinion only in his 
Letters. 

However, till they confute what has been advanced on this 
Head) there will be no Danger of their proving that Cicero 
entertained the Notion of another Life. As to his Epiftles, 
Mr. fTarburton has given us a fair Specimen of what we are 
IP expe^ from this Quarter. ' And if we look into his 
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Let us go to»bis third Pa0age. << Lgffantius 
*^ lays that Epicurus^ who held the Spul to be 
^< mortal and extinguiihed by Deaths was herein 

confuted 

plulefophical Works for his real Opinion of future Ponifh- 
neata, we ihall have no Reafon to imagine that htgiH$raUf 
•fpoufed the Notion, which the learned Do^br imputes ta 
him. Bat I have dwelt pretty largely on this Ar^cle in ano- 
thcar Place. And JO. Middktti himfelf allows that he had no 
fixed and well-grounded Hope, but only fome £unc £xped^ 
tioDB of a State of future Happineft. ** It was entertained 
<« with fo much Diffidence, Qiat they (the Philofbphers) in- 
** dttlged it rather as a Wiih than a well grounded Hope.'^ 
vol. ii. p. 5 1 9. And in another Place he obferves, ** That Ci^ 
** eero himfelf had nothing moxe than a Hope, never a fiiU 
<< Pterfuafion of this Truth.** p. 561. Now if this be all that 
the learned Author contends for, as to this State of Happinctr 
for the Good ; if Cieen indnlged it nenely as a Wiih, without 
any raitional and well grounded Hope $ if he never coiald sakk 
a mil and thorough Perfuafion of this very important ana ac» 
oeffiury Truth; it will, hardly be worth while to purfiie tha 
Depute any forther : Th« great Patrons and Admirers of the 
Iaw of' Nature, will have but little to boafi of, as the very 
Heroe of their Caufe coidd rile no higher, without a fuperibr 
and mori divine Guide. And I could indeed wifh that theib 
Writers of a lower Clafi would reflect in what manner the very 
candid and learned Writer of the Hifiory above mentioned 
fometimes fpeaks of the Philofophers with regard to their Be* 
, lief of another Life. This might teach them m entertain more 
qualified and moderate Sentiments of the Light of Nsauin v and 
not to magnify and ext<4, fo extravagantly as they do on alt 
Oecafions, the Knowledge of the M, Phildophers, with aa 
equal I^fregard to Truth and Modefly. 

If it be only faid, that Ciaro might fometimes entertain 
Hopes of another Life, it would not, as I juft ob&rved, be . 
worth while to purfae the CcMatroverfy any farther. Should 
it be (aid that other Philofophers might fometimes einteitaia 
the fame Hopes, I am &r from denying it ; nay, fhould it be 
&id, that they fometimes bdieved this Notion, I would net 
difpute even this. All I contend for, is, that the general 
Perfuafion was on the other Side. And this I impute to their 
inetaphpfical and abfurd Speculations concerning the human 
Sonl. That they were extremely fond of thefe Notions, and, 
in Confecpence of thefe, ready to abandon the mofi evident 
and idain Troths has been clearly and inconteflably proved 

bjf 
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*« confuted both by all Philofophcrs and the 
** general Perfuafion of Mankind.** But does 
not our Author fee that he cites this Ajuthority 
in flat Cohtradiftion to the very Doftrine which . 
he himfcif lays down a Page or two befijre ? 
P. 93. he tells us, ** That all Philofophers, except 
^ Epicureans^ Sceptics j and a few others, firmly 
*' believed a future St^te.** Strange Inconfiften- • 
ty ! What ! did the Epicureans^ Sceptics^ and fome 
others difbelieve a future State ; and yet was Epi-- 
turus fingular in this Notion ? was he confuted ih x 
this Point by all others^ while the Sceptics and 
fome others agreed with him ? 

Befides does not Mr- J. know that this very 
LaSlantius gives a different Account of this Mat- 
ter in hts Piece De Ira ? that he there charges 
the Philofophcrs with the Difbelief of future Pu- 
nilhments ? 

But to proceed. " ^uUy relates of Socrates^ 
** that a little before he drank the fatal poifoned 
*' Cup, he exprcffed clearly and fully his Belief 
•* of a future State, and of the different Condi- 
** tion of holy and unholy Men.'* What the Gen- 
tleman would infer from hence, is, that Socrates 
believed another Life. -And fo Mr. ff^. faid be* 
fore him. This being the excepted Cafc^ which, 
foipefting . our flippery Author would forget, I 
jiril now put him in Mind of. 

by the Autkor of tlte 2). L, However, I would not fay that 
thefe Notions had always the fame Force on their Minds, or 
that there might not be fome Intervals, in which Doubts and 
Difficulties might get the Afcendant, and leave looai for bet* 
ter iPrinciples. There are many PalTages, in which they fpeak 
on this very Subje£t with great Uncertainty and Doubt ; it is 
evident that at thefe Times their Notions of the Soul could 
npt have their proper Influence and Force, becaufe they them* 
ielves allow that thefe Notions were inconiiftent with the Belief 
of future Rewards and PuniQunents, 
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He n€xt brings a Teftimony from Plato. 1 
did not chu(e to fay any thing of Plato in the 
foregoing Chapters ; and this, becauie this learned 
Man here again, as ufual, miftakes the very Point 
in Debate. The Doftrine of future Rewards and 
Pumjjhments is of two Kinds -, in the one they 
are fuppofed to be eftabliJlhed by the imni^ediate 
Diredlion and Appointment of God ; to be a mere 
poHtive and arbitrary Defignation, depending ia-* 
tircly on his Will and Pleafurc : In the other, the 
natural and neceflary Confequences of Virtue and 
Vice ; and to flow from the very Nature and 
Reafon of Things independent of the Will and 
^Appointment of God. As to the latter of theic 
Nodons, Mr. W. allows that it was believed and 
entertained by Plato ; as to the firft, he contends 
that it was not. If then the Gentleman would 
attack his Argument with Succefs, he muft (hew 
that Plato believed the jirfi Notion ; as to the fe- 
€ond^ he is not charged with the Difbelief of it. 
But not having done this, what he faid of Plato 
was too impertinent to deferve an Anfwer ♦. 

However he has one Obfervation worth taking 
Notice of *' The firft Paflage (fays he, from 
** Plato) fhall be out of a Letter wrote to fomc 
•* of his Friends, in which we may be fure he 
*' delivered his real inward Sentiments.** Farther 
Defence^ p. 38. It has been often faid, on the 
like Occafion, that Great Wits have Jhort Memo* 
. ties. I believe we fhould be nearer the Truth, 
if we faid, they have Y^ryfcanty Reading. This 

* Even, on this Scheme, pare and unpolluted Souls were 
to be refolved into the divine Subftance immediately upon 
Death, and were to lofe their feparate and diftindl Exiftence. 
As for the reft, or " thofe which had contrafted much De- 
*• filement, they were fent into a Succeffion of other Bodies, to 
" purge and purify them, before they returned to their Pa- 
** rent Subftance.*' Z>. L, vol. i. p. 421. 

Gentleman, 
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Gentleman, as much a^ he blufters with Pkttfs 
Letters J ctrmnly never read any more than a few 
fecond-hand Quotations from them, or. he never 
could have talked ofeur being Jure that Plato de^ 
iivered bis real inward SentimenfSy fince in onfe 
of thefe very Letters be lays, •* As for the Sym»- 
•* bol or private Note, which you defire in order 
♦^ to know my firims Letters^ and wbicb con-- 
*^ tain my real Sentiments^ from thofe that do not 
^* fo ; know and remember that God begins a 
♦^ ferious Epiftle, and Gods one that is. other* 
^ wife/* Ep, 13. Can we afk a ckarer Proof 
of Platans not always fpeaking his real Opinion 
in his Letters ? I will give the original below^ 
when we treat of the double Doftrinc. 

But to come to his fixth Tcftimony. SaUuft 
lays, " it appears to me a manifeft Truth, that 
•* the Life of all Men is fuperintended by God % 
^ and no good or evil AAion of any one is diP 
•« regarded by him ; but that, by the natural Con- 
** ftitntion of things, a different Recompence 
*' HEREAFTER is appointed to good and evil 
** Men." Our Author, I am afraid, has ma- 
naged this Paflage with more Art than one 
would 'expeft from fo very candid and fair a 
Writer ; from one, who profcffes to mind no- 
thing but Argument and 9r«/J&, I once knew a 
Man who had no bad Talent at forging other 
Peoples Names, tho* he fcarcc knew how to 
write his own. Tho* our Author could nottran- 
flate fo as to exprefs SalluJPs Purpofe, he knew 
how to falfify fo as to ferve his own.—^A Re- 
compence hereafter, fays he. But where is 
the Latin for hereafter? or what is there in the 
Original that implies the Scnfe of it ? The Wonds 
are, Mihi pro vero coriftat, omnium mortalium 
vitam divino numine invifi, neque bonum nequc 

3 malum 
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malum iacinus cujuique pro nihilo haberi, fed ex 
Datura diverfa prasmia bonos malofque fequi. Ora(. 
2. ad C afar em. AH we are, told here, is, that 
.good and bad Men will be certainly puniihed ^nd 
rewarded, but whether in this I^fe or the ncxt^ 
i$ not laid, this mufl: be determined only by the 
Context •, and, unluckily for our Tranflator, the 
Context fpealfs only of tlie prefent Life. trofeAo^ 
fi id accid^t, neque tibi nox^ neque dies curam 
animi fedc^verit^ quin iniomniis exercitus^ furibuur 
dtisatque atnens aliena ipente.feraris. Namque 
inihi pro ycro conftat omnium mortalium vitam 
divino numine invifi ; neque bbnum neque mz^ 
lum facinus cujufque pro nihilo haberi ; fed ex 
natura diverfa prasmia bonos niialofque fequi. 

But Mr, J. has ftill a harder Talk upon his 
Hands. He muft not only falfify the ?>*■/, but 
the Author too, before he can make the Parage 
ferve his Purpofe. . For Salluji may fay what ho 
pleafes, or even what his Tranflator pleafes j till 
he be. changed into a Greek Philofopher Mr. ^. 
is not anfwerable for any of his Opinions. 

His feventh Paflage is that from the Treatife 
Be Mundo^ of which I have Ipoken ib largely in, 
the firft Chapter. The two next are taken from, 
Plato^ and I hardly need repeat the Anfwer which 
I have juft made to a Teftimony produced from, 
the fame Author. The tenth is the fanioljs Paf- 
lage of Chryfippus relating to the general Reno- 
vation, of which, too, if the Reader has not, 
Mr. J. I believe, has had enough. ' The next is 
* from Arius Didymus^ who fays that, according to 
the Stoics^ ** the. Soul was generated and cor- 
** ruptible ; but did not immediately perifli, 
<« when It departed out of the Body, but conti- 
«* nued to exift for a certain Term of Duration 5, 
*' that the Souls of good Men exifteci till the ge- 
*" neral 



*« nerkl Conflagration *nd.DiffoIurion of the Uni- 
*' vcrfe •, but ^hofe of the wicked continued oply 
•' to a certain Period.— And that . the Souls of 
" Brutes perifced with their Bodies/' 97, 98. Bcr 
fore this Tefldmony c^n be of Service, Mr. Jachr 
fon muft remove the following Objedions, And 
as he feems to be much of the Humour of the 
Quacks who clelighted in (jefperate Cafes, 1 do 
not know but 1% rpay be doing him a Pleafure to 
propofe them. Let us cpnfiderit then with re- 
fped: to future Punijhments. The Souls of th? 
Ignorant (^I^^^^f tm v a^^tam) -were to' fubfifl: for a 
** certain Term of Dura jiqn after Peath/* And 
yet this Author almoft fmmediately adds, *' That 
♦'the Souls of the Ignorant arid Brutes were to 
•* perifli with the Body.** Ta^ is Ttf» a(p(ovm kxi 
aXoyuv '^amtlfVX^^ (rtu/«9roAAu^ rci^ &mfji,ecch And 

furely he bids as fair to be ri^t in -the laft Ac^ 
count as the firft, fincc Plutarch himfelf affurcs 
VIS in very plain and dire(9: Terms, *' That the 
** Souls of the Ignorant or Unwife were fuppof^ 
" ed to fufFer . the fame Lot with tlie Body '^.** 
2. This is ftrangely inconfiftcnt with ftveral Te- 
ftimonies alledged in the laft Chapter, from Wri- 
* ters of much better Credit and Authority, • who 
declare that \ht Stoics confider'd Death as the 
final Period .of our Exiftence. 3. This flatly con- 
tradids'the very Account which our Author him- 
felf gives of the Dodrine of the Stoics. We are 
here told that the Souls of the Ignorant were not 
to fubfift till the general Conflagration, but only 
for a certain Term of Duration : Whereas Mr. 
y. aflerts, that they were all to remain till the 
firft Period, Since then this Arius Didymus thus 
Qatly contradifts himfelf, feveral Writers of great- 

■ 

? De Flac, PhU. iv. 7. 
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fet Name and Credit than himfelf, And laftly^ the 
very Party in whofe Favour he is made to appear 
an Evidence ; with what Face can Mr. J. quote 
Iiim as fupporting his Opinion, and attempt t6 
derive Credit to his Syftem frorti a Paflage which 
knakes direftly againft it? — Let us next confider 
this Paflage, as it relates to a Statt of futftrr Rt^ 
Hazards. In our Author's Tranflation we ahe told 
that the Souls of good Men were to fubfift till 
the general Diflblution. But was this. the Doc* 
trine of the old Stoics? No, moft of them aflign 
this future Exiftence to their wife Man only, or 
to Souls of extraordinary and uncommon Vif * 
tue*. 

Oilr 

* ** They taoglit, actordhig to Phtturth, that the Soul cf 
^ tiie lafirai woald perifti with the Bodyj but that that of 
^' ihe nuiji Mm Vfouli hold out till the general (JonAagra- 
^ tion.^ vi. 7. De Pkc. 

Chrjj^pus taught, that the Sool of the r^tift Matt only 
would kbfift till this Time. K^a»0i}( ^.f ^ veta-m tv*- 

'Sp^OS M0N12N. Diif. Latrt 1. vii. 

Siy'Ut (apientibus placec^ non com corpore extingaantur 
magna knim^e. Tacitus in Agricola. It is generally fuppofed 
that TacitMS here alludes to the DoQrine of the Stoks } *tii * 
however certain and imdeniaUcy that, according to the Prip- 
ciple he bereemploys, none but the Magna Minue could poA 
iBbly fubfift till the general Conflagration, ^^neca too, in a 

" FSiflkge that has been often cited on this Occvfion, does in- 
ieed tell us, that fome pardcniar Souls were to exift till the 
general Diflbhition; but then he all abng foppofes^ that thia 
future Exiilence did not belong to the Body of good Men ; 

' that it was to be the Portion only of a few choice and feled 
Spirits. Nos quoqut feltces anima it aterna firtka, turn dea 
vifum «rit iterum ifta moliri, labentibus condis, et ipfius paiva 
ruins ingentis accefiio in aetiqua elementa ?erfieaiiir. Ad 
Mar. 26. 

^' The Sloici fancied ; that the Soul was a Cahvlktd, taj 
*^ Subftance, which furvived the Body after Death, and fub* 
'< filled a long' time, yet not eternally ; but was to perifli at 
« lail in tfte general Conflagration." Btjfory of she Lift of 

Cicero^ 
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Our Author in a Note adds the following Pifl 
iige from LaHantius. Efle inferos Zcnon Stoicus 
dbcuit, et fedes piorum ab impiis efle difcretas: 
& illos quidem quietas ac deledlabiles incoleie 
regbnes j ho» • vero luere pcenas in tenebrofis lo- 
ds atque in cceni voraginibus horrendia. Idem 
nobis prophetae palam faciunt. ]. vii. This !s 
indeed but a fingle Paflage, however, in the Opi- 
pinion of bur Author, of weight enough to fup- 
ply the Place of many. P. 25. he fays, ** I dare 
^ not examine it ,^* P« 44- he fays, " I vainly 
** aJkdge that the Words of Zeno relate to the 
•* popular Account of a future State.'^ Excellent 
Divine ! he tells me / dare not examine it. And 
then, to prove his Words, ihews I examined it 
in vain. But what is this wonderful Difcovery \tk 
Antiquity which I dare not, and then • ddxt exa- 
mine to no Purpofe ? Nothing I will aflure the 
Reader, but a PafTage fairly produced and ufed to 
. very good Purpofe, by the Author of the D. L. 
in which PalTage Zeno is made to profefs the Doc* 
trine of another Life. And who ever denied that 
he did this ? Had Mr. J. produced a Thoufand 
fuch Paffages, they had been of no Ufe to his 
Argument. Zeno was a Man who bufied himfelf 
much in Politics. What wonder tlierefctfe that 
he ihould declare for this Opinioii ? Had he real* 

Cicero, vol. ti. p. ^49. But with all doe Deferenoft to thk 
fine Writer, this furely xould not be the Cafe. As for the 
Bul^ of Mankind, it plainly appears from the Paflages 
broMght' in fupport of my Argument, that their Souls were ta 
perifh with their Bodies. And what will more particularly 
deferve our Confideration,. Cicero himfelf gives this very Ac-c 
count of their Do£bine in the firft Tufimian. Zenoni Stoico- 
animus ignis videtar— — Si cor aut fanguis aut cerebrum eft 
animus, certe, quoniam eft corpus, interlbit cum reliquo cor- 
pore; A anima eftj fortafle difiipabitur ; fi igmsf extinguiiur. 
^i^. i. 9. xi. 
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ly and adiially difbeliev'd a future State, we may 
beafTurq^ he would have made the fame Declara- 
tion. But; hear, I pray you, the Words of the i)/- 
vine Legation : *' Z^»i? the Founder of the Porch 

followed the Mode, in writing of Laws and a Re- 

public. Agreeably to this Part of . his Charafter 
*' we find, by LaSdntms^ thaf he taught a future 
*' State of Rewards and Pu.nifhments in the very 
" Terms of P/a/i7, ejfe inferos Zeno^.^^c, And 
*' yet not to mention that.his Follower Chryfippus 
^* laughed at thefe Things, as the molt Childifli 
^* of air Terrors, we know,** 6fr. vol. i. p. 391. 
3d Ed. 

%dly. But what did Zeno believe of the Account 
which he here gives? Did he believe it in the li- 
teral Senfe ? No, Mr. J. himfelf allows that he 
did not. But then he could believe it in no Senfe 
at all; for that it was not an allegorical and fi- 
gurative Account, has been already proved. What 
Force then can this Teftimony have in the pre- 
fent Queftion? 

HoweveTj our. Author, on the Strength of this 
fingle Paffage attempts, to fhew, that Zeno not 
only conjiantly profefTed, hut ^Jieddily believed a 
future State. As if one fii^lePaffage would prove 
that his Profeffion was conftant and invariable \ as 
liKi^firm and uniform Belief of this Notion could 
be gather 'd fromaPaflage in which he declares no* 
Belief of it at all. For how can he be fuppofed 
to declare his Belief of a futare State, if he did 
not confider the Account he here delivers as an 
Allegory, nor yet admit the common and po* 
pular Notion of another Life ? 

Before oiir Author can make any Impreflion in 
Favour of his Argument, he muft reply diftinft- 
]y to all this*; and likewife to the following Ob- 
jeftions*— -If Zeno conftantly proftfs'd and be- 

licv'd 



liev^d this Notion, whence the following Rea- 
ibning of Cicero? Zenohi Stoico anitnus ignii 
vid^tur — fi fit igriis, extinguetur.— Interibh: cuni 
f eliquo corpore. 

On this Suppofition, whence comes it that the 
Stoics in general are charged, by Plutarch with 
the Denial of a future State ? 

How Ihall we judge of the Sentiments of Z^«tf 
and the more early Stoics^ of whofe Works we 
have fo little remaining •, but by thofe of their 
genuine and undoubted Followers ? And do 'we 
find from thefe lafl any Reafon to fufpeft that the^ 
firft were conftant in the Affertion and Belief oiF 
this Doftrine? 

But there will be no Oecdfion to dwell longer 
on this Article. It is cafy to fhew, even on the 
Gentleman*s own Principles, that Zeno did not 
believe this Notion. . " The Stoics^ fays he, 
•* taught that the Soul at Death was to return to 
*• its congeniarElement/' Zeno then held this 
Principle; Now I have fhewn that the Soul, in 
Confequence of this Return, was to lofe its fepa- 
rate and diftindt Exiftence. i 

Zeno fancied that the Soul was a fiery Snh" 

ftance. What then* was the congenial Element^ 

into which it was to return upon Death ? Why, 

it muft of Courfc be Fire. And with what Vievv 

i did the Stoics fend the Souls of Men into this 

I Element ? Was it with any moral Purpofe and 

; Defign? No, it was, ^% Antoninus expreffes it. 

That they might be diffolved, melted,, and 

burnt J might be a kind of Food and Nou- 

rifhment to the univerfal Soul ; might fupply 

" it with Materials, in order to produce new 

<« Beings." 

And what has our Author to oppofe to all 
this ? Why, Zeno fomctimes declared for another 

Life: 
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Life : An Observation that cannot bepertlnedtl/ 
^Hedged ag^infl: any but thole, who deny that 
Zeno ever profefs'd this Notion. As to the pre- 
jfent Argument, he allows that the Return of the 
$oul to its congenial Element, was the real Opi- 
nion or fecret Dodrine of Zeno^ and I have 
proved, that this was fuppofed to be a State of 
mere Infenfibility. 

I will now add a Word or two with regard to 
the Dod^rine of Ckantbes. Diogenes Laertius does- 
indjeed fay, ** That the Souls of all Men, accord- 
•* ing to CleanfJbeSy were to fubfiit till the gene- 
** ral Cbnflagration.*' But as this Account is 
contrary to the Teftimony of much better Wri-. 
terSt I ^wi far from thinking it an unexception- 
able Proof of the thing affcrted. Wc know that 
Qeantbes hekj the Soul to be a fiery Suuftance, 
as well as the other Stoics ; and therefore in the 
Opinion of Cicero (if that have any weight with 
our Author) he muft have held it to be mortal 
in the lame Senfe with them. 

Plutarch affures us, that the Stoics affigned this 
long Duration only to the Soul of their wife Man. 
Tacitus and Semca fay the fame. 

, Our Author himfelf muft. own, that Diogenes 
Laertius is miftaken in the Reprefcntatioiis which 
he here gives, " The Soul, fays Mr. J. accord- 
•* ing to the Stoics^ was to return to its congenial 
•• Element at Death/- If then Ckantbes agreed 
with Mr. 7, in this, he could not agree with 
Diogenes Laertius too, that the Soul was to fub- 
lift till the general Conflagration. For I hav^ 
j(bewn, that this Return to the Elements was to 
be iinmediatc . upon the Separation of the Soul 
and Body. I have fliewn too, rhat it was fup* 
pofcd to be deftruStive of all perfonal and diii \u6k 
feyiftcnoc. It could not therefore be confiUeut 

with 



J 






1 153 }; 

» 

^idi the Notion which made the Soul iUbfid-.till 
the general Conflagration. 

Laftly, Does not our Author fee x}cizx:'Diogenes 
Laertius reprefents this as a Doftrine peculiar to 
Cleantbes? That he does not give this as the • 
common and general Notion of the Stoics ? And 
could he prove that one or two Stoics believed a 
future State, what would this fignify to the main 
Queftion ? Or how would it prove that the gene- 
ral Syftem of the Stoics was not fuch as I hjve 
reprefented it in the laft Chapter ? 

We have next two Paflages from Clemens of 
Alexandria and Nemejius, both which relate to 
the Stoical Notion of the general Renovation, 
and have been examined in the laft Chapter. 
We proceed then to '* Atbenagoras the Chfi- 
Jiian Apologift, who, he tells us, fays that '• 

many of the Philofophers taught the Doftrine 
•' of the Refurre5lion.^* Atbenagoras does indeed 
fay this ; but then the Reafon, alledged in fup- } 

port of his Opinion, will not, I prefume, add ♦ 
much to the Credibility of it. The Sum of 
what he fays is this ; " The Philofophers be- 
" lieved the Refurreftion of the Body. For, 
" according to them, at the Diffolution of the 
Body, the Atoms, which compofe ir, will not 
be intirely cpnfumed and deftroy*d/, and it 
they be not intirely confuraed, they may ferve 
^* for the Formation of other Bodies ^.•^ Ad^ • 
mirable Reafoner ! the Philofophers held Princi- 
ples on which th^ Doftrine of the Refurreftion 

of 
• 

* Oti fAivrot H xa^* i^fietq fA.o)>or afXT^tTtrai ret aufixra., a,y<K» 
ita% Kotnrcc voT^T^Hq rcuf (piTioco^uv, 'jn^K^yov t7ri*TS TFct^ovroq ^Ma- 
tveiVf »cc fjLVi t^ocymitii rot; Tr^ottetfAtvoiq tTreto-ocyeiv ^oku^v Aoy»c. 
5) WEgi yotjTwy Kon uiS'TiruVf xm% t>jj rarwir <TVTOL(Tiuq T^fyovTsj. -n 
on tr^KT^vTS^K Ta uffufAurct ruf crafAareJv, zai ret vQY,roL tr^oayn 
rm otk^vtan, xav 'jr^ur'ot<i ^ig»7riw76;fAsr tok aiSvTot^, cvtKoc"- 
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. of the Body might be defended ; therefore the 
Pbilofopbers heUcved the Refurreftion of the Bo- 
dy. One would imagine, from many Strokes 
of equal Force in Mr. Jackfon^s Writings, that 
he had learnt his Art of Lpgic from this Father. 
The Philofophers held that the Matter of the 
Body would not be annihilated and deflroyed at 
Death. But muft they therefore hold that it 
would be united again to the fame Soul, and rife 
to a future State of Happinefs and Mifcry ? By 
this means we Ihall put Epicurus^ DemqcrituSj 
and all their Followers in Poflcflion of this Doc- 
trine, for they too maintained, that the Matter 
of the Body would not be annihilated and reduced 
to ^nothing at Death. 

Hue accedit uti quidque in fua corpora rurfum 
DifTolvat natura, neque ad nibilum interimat res, 

Cedit enim rerum novitate extrufa vetuftas ; 
Semper et ex aliis aliud reparare neceffe eft. 
Nee quidquam in barathrum, nee tartara deci- 

dit atra ; 
Matcries opus eft, ut crefcant poftera fecla. 

Lucretiusy i. 216. iii. 980. 

Hence our Author may, if he pleafes, infer 
that Lucretius too believed the Dodrine of the 
Refurreftion. His inference woufd be full as 
•good as Atbenagoras^s, 

But our Author proceeds : ** Another Cbri" 
*« Jitan Writer lays, that the artcient Philofopher 
i' and LegiOator Zoroajier taught the Refur- 
*« reftion of the Dead.'* , So then, Zoroajier too " 

trufMt&fv, OT TAP KOATEI KATA TON nreAFOrAN KAI 
TON HAATUNA; rENOMENH:::: THS AlAATZEliS THN Sft- 
MAT12N, EE fiN THN APXHN LiNESTH, A HO TQN ATTHN 
ATTA KAI UAAIS 2TITHNA1. Legat, fro Qhrif. 

is 
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* -^ is become a Greek Philolbpher ; or what docs he 
do here ? Mr. fV. numbered him amongft the 
ancient Lawgivers, who not only believed^ but 
propagated the Dodrine of a future State, But 
4bme are of Opinion, that there were fevcral 
Zoroafters. Who know«, but that one amongft:* 
them might ^htCreek Philofopheri And I believQ 
Mr. J. has as good a right to malce his a Fol- 
lower of Plato^ as another learned Man to make 
his, a Servant of Daniel the Prophet. 

The Jaft P^fl&ge runs thus,^— *' Cicero fays it 
^ was the fixed Opinion o:f the AncientSj that 
*' /there was. Perception in the State of Death «•** 
Of what Ancientj does Ci'Cero here fpeak-^^ Of 
the rude and barbarous Inhabitants of old Italy^ 
Now what have tbefe People to do in a Queftioix, 
which relates only to the .old Phiiofophers of 
Greece? Is this then the Citation that is to pin 
the Bafket, and knit up his other Proofs into ^ 
Demonftration ? For a clofe Follower of his Point 
you wilKhardly find his Fellow. To fliew us that 
he never lofes Sight of the Queftion, which is, 
whether the Creek Phiiofophers believed a future 
State, he begins with the Trallians and Gala- 
tianss^ and ends with the rude and barbarous In- 
bahitants ^ofoldltalyl Were thefe put upon him 
for old Gr£ek Phiiofophers? Or would he put 
them upon us for fuch ? But it is no great Mat-* 
^ter which. For I will do him the Juftice to own, 
that the two Ends of his Evidence are juft as 
much to the Purpafe as the Middle. But, as he^ 
could not be fo grofly ignorant, nor, I fhould 
think, fo abandoned to Controverfy ^ we mufl: 

B Unum illad erat infitam prifcis illis, qaos Cafcos appel- 
kt Ennius, t& in morte fenfum ; neque exceiTu vitse fijc de- 
leri hbminen?, ut fundiius interirct, ^c. ^ufc. ^ i. x 2. 
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ftek another Caufe of fo abfurd a Management; , 
of this Difpute. We are . to know then, that 
this mortified Confeifor to Anti-niccne Principles 
has long deak in that kind of Logic, called Ar^ 
gumentum ad invidiam. With this, his Pam* 
phlets againft Mr. H^. begun. His Title Page 
of the ^rffj profeffes to /hew, the Doffrine of the 
ancient Pbikfapbers concerning a future State^ con- 
fiftent with Reafon, and the Belief of it 
PEMONSTRATED ; infinuating that Mr. W. had 
written fomething againft the Belief and Reafon- 
ablenefs of that Doftrine. When he was in fo 
good a Train he purfued it ; and not finding the 
Philofopbers always at his Service, he fupplies their 
Place with Lawgivers and their People, Orators, 
Hiftorians, Greeks^ Barbarians^ Bond and Free 5 
By which Addrefs, he gained this further Pur- 
pofe, of a ir^w. Infinuation, that Mr. H^, denied 
that any of the Ancients believed a future State : 
And whatever Reader could be brought to think 
that of him, might eafily be brought *to think 
that he himfclf believed none at all. 

I'have examined feveral of bis Quotations in 
other Places. I will juft add one or two more 
here. Ce/fus in Origen fays, " It was the BuCu 
*^ nefs of the Interpreters and Myftagogues' of 
*' the facred Myfteries to'inftrudt thofe who were 
*' initiated in them in the Dodrine of a future 
^' State of Rewards and Punifhments •, from the 
•* Belief qf which DoSlrine Che addsj no Mortal 
^* ought ever to depatt*^ p. 90/ 

By thefe laft Words, I fuppofe, he would in- 
timate that Celfus here delivers his own Senti- 
' ments. But, is it not going a little too far in 
Favour of an Hypothefis to fetch in a Follower 
of Epicurus as a real Believer of a future State ? 
for that Celfus was aftually of this Se£t feems 

to 
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to be the general Opinion of the bed Critics^*, 
We h^ve been told indeed in this Controverfy^ 
that be did not belong to this School. *^ As to 
^* Celfus (fays Mr. Tillard) I abfolutely deny thi^t 
he was an Epicurean ; he profeffes folemnly a 
great many times to believe in God, and a fu- 
" ture State of Rewards and Punifliments/* 
Reply y p. 88. Had this learned Gentleman re^ 
fleeted on t.he following Paffage oi Cudworth^ he 
would not', I dare fay, have grounded his Argu- 
ment on thefe Profcffions. '• Tho' Celfus were 
fufpefted by Origen to have been an Epim- 
rean^ yet did he at leaft perfonate a Platonijt too* 
** The Reafon whereof might be, not only becaufe 
t\it Platonic and Pytbagorif Seft waSv th? divin* 
eft of all t\kQPaganSy^x\d that which approached 
neareft Chriftianity andthe Truth ^^and by that 
means could with greateft Confidence hold up 
the Buckler againft Chriftianity and encounter 
it." p. 558. 

*' Pythagoras (fays Mr. Jackfon) who wa^ in-^ 
ftru^led in the Myfteries oi Egypt ^ Cbaldii:a^ and 
Greece^ taught that the Souls of pious ai)d good 
•' Men returned unto God, and that thofe of the 
*' wicked wei^ punifhed in Hades** p. 91.. and 
for this we are referred to Jamhlichus*^ Life of 
Pythagoras^ Seft. 178. If the Paffage referred to 

k ** And yet the Banter came more decently oat ^ Qet/ns 
" an Spicunan^s Mouth, than out of Julian's.*^ BemUfs &- 
marks upon m Difcourfe of Free-th'tnkingy part iii p- 24. 

Cdfi duo Epicuiei — hie pofteriof is ipfe eft qui contra Ju- 
da^os & Chriflianos icripfit librum fub titulo^ quern ab An^i- 
phonte motuatus eft 2io7» a\%^^9 qaemqae egregie dpere ^ o 
quod extat c'onfatavit Origenes, tefbtus earn in hoc Epipurif- 
inum dijiimulafre, p. 141. 163. 200. fahricius^ Biblioth, Gr. 
vol. ii. p. 809. 

The late Edition of Lucian will fupply 11$ with fome frcfti 
Authorities to the fame Purpofe. Vid. his Altxattder or P/eit' 
domantis, 

L 3 proves 
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proves any thing but the Quotert Inatfenfion td- 
his Author, it is his /// Faith ; who could give 
this as as Proof that I^ythagoras taught that the 
Svuls of pious and good Men returned unto 
<jod. The Cafe was this, as his Htro J amblichus 
tells the Story : ^'^ An rmpudent Fellow, with a 
Defign to ridicule the Doftrine of Pythagoras^ 
in which he aflerted thar the Souls of Men 
<vould return again ; defired him to carry a 
Letter to his Father, as he was to defcend 
foon into tire infernal Regions j and that he 
would bring an Anfwer when he returned 
again ^" Now does not the very Cafe fup- 
pofcd^eceffarily imply, that what Pythagoras is 
iaid to a{ftrt of the SouPs returning again^ was its 
Return to the prefent World ? how elfc was he 
to bring an Anfwer from the Father to the Son ? 
Yet is this Paflage produced by our candid and 
accurate Divine to prove that Pythagoras taught 
the Return of the Soul to God. ' ' • 

And now. Reader, you have what he calls his 
Demonjlration. And, ftruck with the Force and 
Number of the Citations which make it up, he 
cries out, in an Air of Triumph, ** After thefe 
and Multitudes of other plain Faflkges, which 
might be alledged, and wherein the Sentiments 
of the Philofophers concerning a future State 
are clearly expreflfed, one may as reafonably 
doubt whether any Chrijiians ever did or do bt- 
lieve a future State^ as whether the Philofophers 
*' didbelieve itj^p.g^. Butforall thefe big Words, 
his Demonftration is yetjto make ; and^ I believe, 
as far off as ever. For as to thefe Paflages, fomc 

1 ITpo; ^1 Toy iTcpoy, c*;; wiro, xocrotysT^urret ^o^^iQuv, & at^, 

'TFfQq TOD «r«TEpa. ^cjffUTi s^ifo^ijv, tvet^av k»i ^q ahi /:AsX^Ol xetxa* 
QsxivetVf XM juT^tvovret XeJe^t'trs^xv, oray tvanii ^ec^ th 'mctt^* 
•vx,, t^yi, (mTJ^v eiq Toy Tft^t ^o%Sm Tovoy m»paS»h>M9p ^tfh aa*^ 
(pbfi oi^ rei cfctycii tcoJ^Gfuw^, 
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oF them we have (hewn, do not relate to a future 
State ; others do not relate to thofe Philofophers 
to whom the prefcnt Queftion is tdnfined ; and 
the Remainder relate to no Philofophers at all. 

I was foipe time at a Lois for the Conceit of 
his thufing fuch an oufbf the-way Name for 
them as Demonfttation. But I imagine he has 
obferved that this Word, in Controverfy, has the 
fame good EfFcit that the Man in the Comedy- 
found Captain to have in civil Life : It W0S a 
good travelling Name^ and kept the Oftlers and 
Tapfters in Refped, juft as this does the gentk 
Reader. 

But had thefe .Paflages been ever fo cxplicite 
and dired: ; what Would they prove more than that 
the Philofophers (^d fom^times declare for a fpture 
State ?• But then it Ihould not be forgot, that* 
they did fometimes declare againft it ; it muft be 
remembered too, that, even on Mr. Jackfon^s own ' 
Principles, the Palfeges in which they declare' 
againft another Life, muft neceflarily be referred 
to the fecret and private Dodrine. The only 
Queftion then, is, whether we are to look for 
their real Sentiments In their fecret and efoteric,. 
or in their popular and common teaching"*- 

CHAP. 

•'^ The Gentleman, in his laft Pamphlet, often repeats and 
infills, that none but the Difciples of Pyrrho and Eftcurus 
can be charged with the Denial and Rejeftion of a future 
State. A Man muft furely have a ilrange Pafiion for thefe 
old Philofophers, and an equal Contempt for his Reader, 
Viho will thus boldly and obftinately aiTert, to the very la(i^ 
their Belief of this Notion, after what has been (hewn to 
the contrary from the bcft Writers of Antiquity. If he wai 
capable of Convifb'on, one might urge him with the pia* 
logues of PkiOy from one of which we learn that the Patttms 
of the Mortality of the Soul were very numerous, T« ^1 9rf$» 
TJJ9 ^^vx^»« JIOAAHN AHISTIAN flArpXEI TOlt ANCyC- 
n0l2), ^9], ivii^uf a7rac>?i0tyn ra cu fiction , owafjis fTi si, o^* 

«9re$«F3j,——Afcer wards this very Opinion is called, to rtn 
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CHAP. VU. • 

t 

^hat the Thilofopben believed the Soul tb b^ 
of the ^ery fame. 'Nature and Subjlance 
nvitb God bimftlf. TTbat this Notion oftbe 
Soul was incon/iftent, mtb the Belief ^f a 
future State, ^heft ^ twO Points pr&oed on 
^ the- Authority of the primtive Writers of 
ibe Chriftim Church. 

1 Shall open this Chapter with the following 
Pafiiige from the learned Writer, whofe Seti- 
timents I am here examining. Speaking of Mr. 

Warburiou^ 

• . .. •.;.'. 

91 'i^x^t Ka^( avm ry iirat raro TiXo^ n Phaedo. p. 380, 384. £d» 
Ficin. Ctcero too affures us that the Number of thofe, who 
efpoufed this Notion 'was i/ery confiferah/e. Caterv^e fveniunf 
cMiradictntium i nee rolumEpkottocQm-^-v-acerruitie atsoetn 
deliciae mcas Dicsearchus contra h^nc immortalf^tem difle- 
ruit. 7ufc, i. 3 1 . It was the comm'on Principk of Epicurus 
and his Followers, *' that Death was ilothrng to us, or that 
*• wc have no rca! Imcrcft iirthe State which is to facceed it.'*^ 
Now Plutareb aiTores' as that many other Phiiofophers. aiC- 
felted {his y^ry Principle as well as Epicurus. De audiend. 
Foetis^ laft page. 

But what is the united Force ,of PlutOt Cicero^ and P/a- 
tarch againft Mr. J^ackfon^ when he is in the Humour of D*- 
monfirating? He will ^/^^n^ra/^ againft them, as he has done 
already againfl the Author of the Z>. L, that none hut the toU 
lowers of Pyrrho and Epicurus can Be charged *with the Denial 
and Reje^ion of a future State* But the Fit was flrong upon 
him wnen he talked at this rate. In his fober Intervals, I 
would fain know what he thinks of the following Phiiofophers 
xnentioned by Arifiotlef He tells us, '* that according to the 
*' Syftem of thefe Men, Matter was the firft Original and 
^\ Principle of all Things ; that all Beings were made out of 
*^ it, and would be again refblved into it.** And all this, a^ 
aippears from Arifiotle^ without the Intervention of any intel- 
ligent or living Caufe. For he objedts to it^ that it could 

give 
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JVariurion^ he fays, " I dcfire he will try his 
^' Talents againft any thing I have wmtc, and 
•< that he will kt the Public fee whether he un- 

• ' derftands 

I^ve no^Acoount of tbeOrigjin of Motion; or of the Harm(9- 
ny and Order which appei^^rs in the prefent Fratne of Things* 

Mftapkff. l.*i. 3. 

Here then was a Set of downright Atheifts, bcfides Pyrrbo 
fliid Eficurujt who were neither perfuaded of the Being of a 
<3od» . or.a Providence. I need not therefore go about to (hew, 
that they did not believe a future State. And I give this in- 
fiance for two Reafons, firft to fhew this deep Man that the 
Philofophers who rejefted a future State were Jar more numer- 
eus than he feems to have imagined. Secondly, as I have to 
dp with fo very warm and zealous an Adtnirer of the old Phi- 
lofopherSy to '(hew his Readers that the Number of rank 
Atheiih amongft them was far more confiderable than he has 
thought fit to reprefent it. Many of the Ionic Order, if we may 
ibelieve Ariftotle^ had not only fipped a little about the Edges 
of diis poifonous Cup, but had drunk deep, and fwallowed 
the very fouleft of its Dregs. 

Butt' as the Gentleman fo ftrenuoufly iniifls, that all the 
PMlofophers entertained this Notion except the Vyrrhonifis^xA 
Epicureans ; I could Wifh he would inform us what he thinks 
of the Cynics, I do not find any clear Teflimonies on Re- 
cord, that they conftantly and Uniformly believed a future 
State, When Diogenes was a(ked, " Whether Death was 
"^ attended with any Mifery,'* he replied, " How can it be 
^' attended with any Mifery as it deprives us of all Senfe ?*' 

' M^ocvofM^a. Diogenes Laertius, vi. 68. Menage, upoti the 
Place obferves, — £picurus propterea mortem nihil ad nos pro- 

, nunciavit : Nam quod difTolutum eft, ienfu caret : Quod fen- 
ftt cacet, nihil ad nos.-^— ^It is reported of this fame Dip* 
geneSf that, a litde before he died, he declared, that Sleep 
and Death were two Brothers, or that we fhould be no more 
fenfible of any Evil after Death, than during a deep and pro- 

feund Sleep, ^uytna xarmx^^ ^ uvvov, mat fM^f^t ex>Mgrei9 

2\^f4&M9et, V7n9q*t09 Sayarty. Plutarch ad Apollonium, p. 107. 
That I have given the true Meaning of Diogenes, I may ap- 
peal to Plinarcb himielf, who brings this very Saying as a 
Proof that Death was confider*d as a State of mfre inienfi- 
bility. One Demetrius, a Follower of this Sedl, fpeaks to 

the 
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*« derftands the Scriptures^ and the primiiiiM 
♦' Writers of the Cbriftian Churchy any better 
than he does Plato and Virgil}, for had he utN 
derftood the former^ he would not have ^faid 
that the Philolbphers neither diid nor could be- 
V lieve a future State of Rewards and Punifh* 
" tnenrsV* 

But why is he invited to try his Talents? Thi3 
was never his Motive in Writing. And if it waSt 
he would chufe a very different kind of Men to 

the following Purpofe in Seneca : Si animus fortuita contcmp- 
fit, (1 deorum hominumque fornnidinem ejecit, ec fcit noh 
xnultum tKe ab homine timendum, a deo nihil, fi contemptoi* 
omnium, quibus torquetur vita, eo perdudlus eft, at illi Ii- 
queat mortem nuUius mali ejfe materiam^ multorum finem. De 
JBenefciis, vii. i. 

But I nvud not omit, in ConcluGon, to take Notice of a 
very extraordinary Charge of MifreprefentatioH brought againft 
roc by this much injured Man. His Words are thcfc,— ** He 
•* [the Author of the Inquiry] fays that I undertook to de- 
•* monftrate that the Philofophers believ'd a future State.—*— 
'* Jt is pity but he had pointed out the "Places where I undef- 
** took to demonftrate what he fays I did." p. 13. 

V^^hat ! «after all this Buflle, alhamed of his Demoftftratton 
at lail \ But don't thinjc this will make him afhamed of him- ' 
/elf. His Sbame is equal to another Man's AJfurance. Other- • 
wife he would never deny what not only every Reader, but 
every Buyer of his Book could convift him of; the Title Page 
of which runs thus, •* The Doftrine of the ancient Philolb- 
•* phers concerning a future State fhewn to be confident with 
** Reafon, arid the Belief of it demonstrated/* 

" Mr. Jackfon^s Defence, p. 52. Thefc are his very Word*. 
And yet, which is fcarce credible, in his late Defence he 
fays, " I made m Appeal to Antiquity y nor did I give our 
*' Critic any Occafion to ihew his Extent of Learning among 
** l\it Cbriftian Writers upon thisSubjeft at all." p. 53. Aa 
Appeal I ^v\iy 'tis a Challenge in the very Air of Hockly-hole, 
To fay the Truth, there are Reafons why he (hould have no 
great Rclifti for an Appeal to the primiti've fTriters. But what 
then, I am not the firfl who have expofed his Ignorance in An- 
tiquity ; and am notlikely, unlefs this cures him ofthe llu- 
mQur of 4tmonft rati frgy to be the laid. 

' write 
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write againft. He contents himfclf to demon* 
ftrAe that the Philofophers did not believe a fu- 
ture State: And willingly leaves it to Mr. Jack- 
fon to perfift in affirming that the Sacred and Pn- 
mitive Writers did not believe a Trinity. 

However, we now find^that the Aflertionv 
which gives fo much Offence to the learned Wri- 
ter, is, that the Philofophers could not believe^ or 
that their Notion of th^ Soul was inconfifient with 
, the Belief of a future State. And here we are 
told, that, had not Mr. Warhurton been an utter 
Stranger to the primitive Writers of the- Cbri- 
ftian Church, he never could have fallen into fo 
grols and palpable a Blunder. Now, after ail, 
fhould it turn out that feveral of thefe fpeak for 
him ; that they charge the Philofophers with the 
very fame Notion, in refpeft to the human 5oul ; 
that they arraign this Notion of the Soul as in*- 
confident with the Belief of a future State ; -if 
this, I fay, fhould appear to be the Cafe ; what 
muft we think of the learned Gentleman, who 
thus infults his Adverfary with his Ignorance of 
ecclefiaftical Antiquity \ and fends him to the(e 
very Authors, for a full Confutation of all he 
has advanced on this Head } That this however 
was the real Faft, I Ihall now undertake to prove, 
how certain (bever to incur the Cenfure and Con- 
tempt of this wonderfully learned Man. 

The firft Abfurdity charged upon thefe ancienj 
Sages, by the Author of the Divine Legation^ 
is, that they maintained the Soul to be really 
and aftually a Part of God; that they* believed 
it to be of the very fame Nature and Subftance 
with God himfclf. This has been reprefented 
AS a fanciful and idle Notion; as unfupported 
by every thing but a Fondnefs to weaken and 
deftroy the Credit of the ol^ Philofophers. But 

groundlelS) 
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groundleis and chimerical as this Notion may 
appear to Mr. Jack/on^ ic is countenanced <ind 
ayowed by thofe very Writers, to whofc Autho- 
rity he here refers us. TertulUan charges Plato^ 
with holding the Divinity of the Soul in fb very 
plain and flrong Terms, as to leave no room for 
Cavil and Dispute; Trimo quidem oblivionis ca- 
pacem aniniam non cedam, quia t ant am illi con- 
€effii divinitatem^ ut Deo adaquetur \ Anwiius^ 
ndiculing the Folly and Extravagstnce of this 
fame Notion, fays, Nunquam, inquam, crede- 
ijent Typho & arrpgantia fublevati, prima ejfe fe 
numinai t? aqualia priucipis digniiati ^ St. Je- 
rom confirms the fame in refped: to the Followers 
oi Pythagoras. Juxia Pyibugoricorum dogmata^ 
qui hominem exaequanc Deo, & de ejus dicunt 
cffe (ubftantia ^. St. Auftin charges them home 
with the fame Sentiments, Cedant & illi quos qui- 
dem puduit dicere Deum corpus efie, veruntamen 

** D^ Anima, c.'xxiv. 

«= Adver. Gentes, 1. ii. The very learned Dr. Chapman, m 
one of his Trafts, fays, ** How is it credible that all the Fa- 
•• diers, who cenfured and corredled the Philofbphy of Plato, 
'^'-fhottld yet have lower Notions of the human Soul than 
** PJatoYiimifM^ and his Difciples ?'* (Remarks on Chrtfiiamt^ 
as old as th£ Creation, Par. ii. p. 36.) This was alledged againft 
Twdal, who» with an Infolence and Folly peculiar to himfelf, 
liad ventured to afHrm that the Fathers did not maintain the 
Inimateriality of the human Soul. Now the Weaknefs and 
Rafimefs of this AiTer tion the Dodlor has expofed at iarge^ 
and treated with the Contempt that it deferves. But when he 
declares it incredible^ " that the Fathers (hould have lower 
*' Notions of the Soul than Plato,** 1 fuppofe he only means 
that they (tid not carry their Notions of the Soul To low as tp 
snake it mere Matter : And it is undeniable, that mofi of them 
■4id not. However, it is certain that " they had lower No- 
** dons of the Soul than Plato ;" as they cenfure his Philofo- 
phy on this very Score ; blame him for extolling the Soul fo 
high, and putting it on the fame Foot with God. 
^ Ctefiphon. adver. Pelagianos. 

• * 2 ejufdem 
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tjufdm naturie^ cujus ille eft, aniitaos noflros efle 
putaverunt ; ita non eos movie tanta mutabilitas 
anim^y quam Dei natura tribuere nefas efi ^ 
Thus far thefe learned Father? ; and what has tht • 
Author of the Divine Legation faid more than 
Sey? • 

Now this prepares us fcr the chief Point which 
I propofe to eftablilh on the Authority of the 
primitive Writers of the Chriftian Church; and 

' Dt Civ. Pit. viii. 5. I had defigned to clofe this Head 
with the Citations abovementioned ,- but as the learned Writer 
infults us with the Authority of the Fathers, I mud beg leave 
to recommend to his Notice, the following Paffagcs of St. jfu^ 
ftin. Ergo & Jovem, ut Deus fit, & maxime, ut rex Deornm, 
non alium pofTant exiftinare quam Munduni, ut in diiscaeteriss 
fecundum iftos fuis partibus regnet. In hanc fententiam etiam 
quofdam verfus Valerii Sorani exponit Varro, in eo libro, quam 
fcorfum ab iftis de culta Deorum fcripfit. Q»ii verfus hi funt, 

Jupiter opinipotens, regum rex ipfe, Deufque, 
Progenitor Genitrixque Deum, Deus unus & omnis. 

Exponuntur autem in eodem libro, ita ut eum marem ex- 
^iftimarent, qui femen emitteret, foeminam quae acciperet, Jo- 
vemque efle Mundum, & tum»mniafemina ex fi emittere, (sT 
info Ticipere ; qua caufa, kiqiiity icripiltSoranuSy " Jupiter Pro- 
*' genitor Genitrixque." Nee minus cntn cau/a nnum ii idem efi 
omnia. (De C. D. ix. 7.) And do not thefe laft Words give 
us the very language of Spinoza ? 

Again: AttendaaC;— fiMundi amnuis Deus eft, eiqueant- 
IBO Mundus ut corpus eft, ut £t uniim animal confhiDs ex ani- 
mo 8c corpore i atque iile Deus eft (Inus q'uidam naturae, in 
feipfo continens omnia, ut ex ipfius anima, qua vivificatur tota 
ifta moles Vitae atque animse cun6torum viventium, pro cujufque 
nafcentis forte iumantnr, nihil omnino remanere pofle, ^uoJ 
ruMfit pars Dei* ^iwdfi ites efi^ qnis non indeat quanta impietas 
(5f irreligiofiias cmfequatw. Ut quod calcaverit qui/que, parient 
Dei calcet, ^ in omni animante occidendo pars Dei trutidetur. 
Again :— De rpfo rationali animante, i. e. homine, quid infe* 
licius credi poteft, quam Dei partem *vapulare, cumpver va^ 
pulat ? Jam <vero partes Dei fieri lafcinjoSy iniquas^ impias^ 
atque omnino damnahi/es, quis ferre poilit ni(i qui prorfus inia* 
niat ? Poilremo, quid irafcitur iis, a quibu^non colitur^ cam 
v^ fuis partibus non colatur. {DeC. D,iv, 12, i^.) * 

' . that 
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that is, that the Pbilofopbers could net believe a 
future State. When I fay that the Philofophers 
cvuldnot believe a future State^ I mean confiftent- 
•fy with their Notions of the human Soul. This, 
I know, has been treated as a ftrange Paradox.—^ 

• What! could the Philofophers hold the Immor*- 
tality of the Soul, and yet rejeft a future State ? 
Nay, what is moft extraordinary, were they ob- 
liged to deny the laft, barely becaufe they be- 
lieved the firft ? This is indeed the Doftrine of 
the Divine Legation ; and, what is more, 'tis the 
Doftrine of thofe very primitive Writers, to whom 
the learned Gentleman fo gravely fends us for In- 
formation on this Head* And fincc they charge 
the Philofophers with giving the Soul the very 
iame Nature and Subftance with God himfelf ; 

• with making it immortal in the fame Senfe with 
him ^ ; or, which is the fame, alligning it a Ne- 
ceflary and Self Exiftence ; what Wonder that 
they fliould accufe this DoiSrine of the Soul, as 
inconfiftent with the Belief of a future State ? 
That this is a plain and neceffary Confequence, 
I appeal to a Writer, who will not be (bharged 
with Prejudice and Partiality in favour of the 
Argument of the Divine Legation^ " It was a 

ftrange Notion, indeed, when one conGders, 
that xhuman Souls do much Evil here ; that 
they are ignorant ; that they are miferable ^ 
which cannot furely be faid of God. How are 
they to be detruded into Swine, or any Ani- 
*' mal, by way of Punijhment ? Is a Part of Go3^ 
" capable of being punifhed ? and capable of de- 
" ferving this by Mifdemeanors ? or how muft 

f Vultis, homines, iftum typhum, fa perciliumquedeponere^ 
qui Deum vobis adfcifcitis Patrem, & cum ea coutenditis im- 
ptortaUtatem hahtre ^os unam? Arnobius adver. Gentes, 
J. ii. • . ^ . 

" one 
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" one tart of God punifti another Part of Him ?" 

Sykes^s Connexion of Nat. and Rev. Religion^ p. 

394. Let it be obferved, that I only cite this 

Authority to (hew, that this Nation of the Soul 

•was incQnfiftent with the Doftrine of a future 

State ; 'and not to prove that the Philofophers 

• really difbelieved another Life. But to come to 

the Faft I am engaged to fupport : Some of the 

Fathers, I fay, agree with- the Author of the 

^Divine Legation in this Notion, yujiin Martyr^ 

fpcakbg of the Philofophers, fays, *' Some of 

*' them, holding the Soul to be incorporeal and 

** immortaU did not conceive that they (hould 

^* be punilhed for their wicked and immoral 

*' Adlions ; for that a Subftance^ which ivas not 

** anrporealy muji of Courfe be incapable ■ of fuf-- 

^^ fering\ and a Subjiance, which was immortal^ 

** muft be independent of God s." 

'Again : '* The Soul cannot properly be ftyled 
** immortal^ ioVy if it be immortal, 'tis evident 
** thgt it JTiuft likewife be uncreated^^ And foon 
after he adds, " Now if our Souls were uncreat^ 
*' ed^ they would not fin, nor abound with Fol- 
** ly, nor be fubjeft to Fear, 6fr. nor would 
* ' they voluntarily migrate into the Bodies of other 
*.' Animals^ as Dogs^ Serpents^ &c. and they 
*' could not be compelled to do this, contrary to 
their own Inclination, as they are uncreated^ 
For one untreated Being is equal to and the fame 
^' with another j nor is one fuperior to the other 
^^ either in Dignity or Power^*^ To explain 

this 

8 Dialqgus ^um Tryph. p, 1 39. Ed. Thirlb. 

»Tf itaxof Ti ^pacravTe^ r,y8>laci ^oicruv ^(X9]p, a,'jfx^i<i yap t» 
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this Reafoning of Juftin Martyr^ we may ob-^' 
fcrve, that when he here fpeaks of the Immortal 
lity of the Soul, he underftands this Term in the 
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£^M M aycni)7roi 9}«rar, err* ov i^niMipr euoff irri af^oa-v9vii waiT' 

^fAhq, uvt^ tiff if «7fii'vi}T0i* TO yap «ytmrr«v ru arfinyfTu ofAOiov * 
' TipH TO fTifOy. 147, 8, 9, JO. 

Mr. y, has b^en pleafed to criticife this Quotation in 
the following Manner : *' How does it appear that he ( I ) . 
'* underftands the Martyr*8 Words ? Not ii^ the leaft Does 
*' he think that the Martyr denied the Immortaliiy of the 
" Soul and a future State ? Or does he think that Piato held 
** the human Soul to be {xymwo^^ ungenerated ? The Mar- 
«* tyr then held the Soul to be immortal hy the Will of God, 
** but not of itfelfy or by an ungenerated iminortality or 
'* Independency of Exiftence^ and this oQr Critics ought to 
'* know was the very Doctrine of Plato himfelf.*' p, 52, 53, 
It is not eafy to meet again, in fo few Lines, with fo much 
Arrogance, and Contempt of the Reader's Underllanding. 

** Does he think that the Martyr denied the Immortality 
«* of the SoaU and a future State ?** Why no, *tis evident I . 

thought nothing like it; and for this plain Reafon, I quoted ^ 

the Paffage to, (hew that yuftin Martyr condemned the philo- 
fophic Dream of the Soul's being ungenerated i and not to^fhew 
that he denied the Immortality of the Soul and a future btate. 
Was Mr. Jack/on fincere id this, he deferves ones pity ^ Wa« 
he npt fincere, he deferves it much more. 

" Does he think (fays he) that Plato held the human Soul to • 
*• be ungenerated ?" To which, I beg leave to reply by an- 
other Queftion : Does Af/-. Jackfon think at all? For what, I 
pray, were the feveral various Arguments and Authorities in 
this, and the following Chapter, brought to prove, but this 
very Point, that Plato did hold the human Soul to he ungene- 
rated? Has Mr. Jack/on fo much as attempted to confute one 
of thete ? He is paft chat Drudgery. Hia Place is the Mo- 
'derator's Chair ,* and having gravely told us, what no Body 
jdenied, 7hat the Martyr held the Soul to be immortal by the 
Will of God, hefallidioufly concludes, and this our Critics 
ought to knonxj ijuas the <very DoBrine of Plato himfelf The Sen- 
tence had ended more naturally, and, perhaps, nearer to his 
meaning, in thefe Words,— -y/W this our Critics ought to 
know <was Mr. Jackfon^s Will and Plea/ure that they J^ould 
Idicve of Plato alfo, 

proper 
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te*qj)€^ md 0;rji& 5«nfc, ap inclacjihg an eteftial^ 
Jociftwcc 4J/«r/< 49^i ftf veil ^$ a fftrU p^ % 
suad that k was caniide^ qd bsf ,thc Antients in M^is 
Light, • w^, the late eicejl^ot %dkQ^ of Hifro^lei 
m jfur^ Car, p. 127. anipl C^dwerib^ p. 3^* 

jirtwhius^ fp^aking pf ^hi$ Do^ine oif^Jie In)'' 
mottaUty, declares that It jgave too much Ejpt 
CQun^giement tp #11 iSorts xjif Wick,^doef$ an4 li^ 
ceoooufnels t ^at ther^ ^puld be nothing tp xe^ 
firaif Men frpm Viqe;^ ^ thsy muH be perii^^dei;}^ 
ftpip the very Naturjs cy the iSoul, that it was fe» 
cure from 4II Punifhmcint. Nop dfniqi^ omnia 
iiiis c^ditatibus largiatur, quae libido impotpnfl 
j.ufiibrit, impupitatis prs^|!ierea .etiam libertate. nam-* 
nita ? .^i4 enf m jpwmit^bit, q^io minus h^c fa* 
qiat ? ii/d;/^j fiipierf^a p^effifiiiSf judtciumqui ^ivir 
nw» ^ E$ qni pt^it terrU^i formidinis alky'fdf 
horrore^ cm fuerit ferjuafu^^ jiam fe ^Jfe ilm^^Kta* 
lemf gU4m ipfuv^ DeUm ffif^m,? nef ab f(f j,udi- 
can ^Htcquam de fe /^ .; fiu^fit m^ Imf^or^aIi/(is 
in Mirjojue^ nee m aU$rius aUera ,e^ndifmis pofit 

^ Again : He thrc£^eQS.the I^a^ns >yith jth? Pq<^ 
ni(hnpqnt of another iJStt^ and ,bi^s .them n(;)£^t« 
* tcr thcmfelves with *the ^op^ pf ^fcaping it, be^ 
CAiffe tJkeir Smls -'Ui^^ i^m^^l- N(^ue illud 
qbr^pat, ^}s^ jfpp v^hk ^m^\» blandiatur, ,qaQd -a. 
fcio]i$ ^nnulli$» ff plmpm^ fibi irrqgantibus 
4icia}r;; Peo^elTe fc pf^tQ$^ n^sc /ait pimxicsj^jgi* 

Xhe fampus ^aiftge in ^^efius io^ay bfi Very 
pC!;tinepi||y .^plijcd to the prfifent Qfe, ♦• .i .<att 
" nev^ prevail with myfelf to think that the Soul 
** was made after the Body. I will never jMfiri^ 

* See Dhdnt ^Lfgatmf vol. u p. j^zi^f^4r^* M^tr* 
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>« that the World, and all its Parts will be one 
•' Day deftroycd. / conceive that iBe Refurrec-^ 
*' tton contains fome very holy and profound My* 
«« Jiery 5 I am far from thinking with thi vulgar 
** on this Point K^* This learned Ancient could 
not prevail with hiftifelf to embrace the Scripture 
Dodtrlnc of another Life ; and this, bccaufe he f 

believed that the Soul exifted before the Body, or 
Was'itnmortal in a proper and ftrifit Senfe. Yet, 
for all this, the learned Modern' tells us, ^* That \ 

•' the Pagan Notion of a future St^te was very' 
^' agreeable to the Doftrine taught by Re vela- 
•* 'tion *." True it is, that Synejfius ' tov\A not 
dilcover it "^. He was fo far from thinking the 
two Notions ' nearly allied,' that he confider'd 
them as plainly oppofite and repugnarit to each' i 

other. But what then? This is not the firft^ \\ 

Difcovery, by a many, which Mr. Jackfon has 
made of the Opinions of Antiquity, in Spite of 
all itfelf could fay to the contrary. Tho* Cavil- 
lers may ftill make it a Queftion,- whether the 
Old or the New Platoniji was the ableft Judge 
of this Point; for, as they aflcrt Fafts direftly 
contrary to each other; 'tis impofliWethat both 
of them Jhould be in theiright. 

But here Mr. Jackfon fteps in afrefh and tells 
us, " That thefeC/ri^w^ Writers do not- fay 
** or argue that the Philofophers did not or coul^ i 
" not believe a future5tate.**p. 58: What do 
they y^ then? For it fee ms they are not to be' 
underltood withput^ their Druggerman in ordina- 
ry, yiv.Jackfori. ^ But! believe it would puzzle' 

.' , ,v. . •■ . - ■^\ •' 

^ Epiftlc cv. ■ . i 

' The Belief of a future State, fe' r . 

-*^ :Ti).e Pjaflagein Syn^Jm is quoted at.leogth^in Chap. xiv. 

even' 
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even his Invention, rank as it is, to tell us what 
they did fey, if they faid not this. However the 
Paflages themfclves lie before the Reafler ; and if 
he thinks they now want an Interpreter, they are 
wclconie to take Mr. Jackfon. 

Let us juft rccolleft what has been here faid, 
Mr. Warburton tells us, that the Ancients held a 
Principle inconfiftent with the Doftrine of a fu- 
ture State. Mr. Jackfon undertakes to be their 
Advocate ; contemns all Objections as flight and 
trivial ; imputes them to the mere Ignorance and 
Blunders of his Adverfary j and, in Support of 
his own Notion, thinks proper to appeal to pri- 
mitive Antiquity. But what has been the Iffue of 
this Appeal ? Why this ; the primitive Writers 
^ve all the Sandion and Authority that Words 
are capable of giving, to the very Dodrine they 
are brought to cenfure and oppofe 5 thofe Parts 
of the Divine Legation^ which feem moft doubt- 
ful and exceptionable, have received the cleared 
and fuUeft Confirmation from thefe very Writers, 
Whatever it was therefore that led Mr. Warhur^ 
ton into this Opinion, it could not be his Igno-^ 
ranee of, or want of Reverence for ecclefiaftical 
Antiquity ; and the Reader, I hope, will be loon 
fenfible that it could not be his Ignorance of the 
Pagan Syftems. But here I muft defire him to 
recolledl the real State of the Queftion 5 which 
does not turn on the Truth or Fdljhood of what 
the primitive Writers have faid ; but on the An- 
gle Fad, whether they have faid it or no . If 
the Reader will be fo kind as to take this Obfer- 
vation along with him, and apply it to the 
.Paflages above cited, I need be in no Pain for 
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the Judgment he will pafs on this Part of the 
Controverfy ". t 

CHAP. 

» The Rievcrcnd Mr. 7. has a notable Objeaion to what 
lias been offered in this Chapter, ** Mr. fFarhurivti and his 
•<« Critic can never get ofF by pretending at laft, that they 
** meant only that the Shiiofiphen c^uld mt liHevf 4i future 
** State conjifiently ijo'uh their Notiom of the human ^oul, — y«t 
** both the Authors have charged the Philofophers, with not 
^* believing a fiitnre State in abMote Temtt, withour any 
^' Referee dr limitatkm. Now they pretead they medntuafy 
** they coald not believe it coniiltently with their Notions of 
.*• the human Soul " p. 68. 

The Man took it into his Head, that Mr. ff^. had a Hand 
in my Book ; and therefore loads him uith Part of tbe ill 
Language he beflows upon me. This is hts dtmonjlrati^oe Eh- 
^enci. But now, fancying he finds me prevaricating, he 
is not content to charge me with this Crime, a very bad one 
indeed, but throws it upon Mr. Wdrhurton likewife. This 
is his £ftrihuti<i>e Jufiict. Bttt lo come to the Fa£L— ^^ I 
** cannot gee off by pretending, that I meinc only that the 
'< Philofophers could not believe a future State confidently ^ 
*• with their Notions of the Soul.** The Cloudincfs of Head !. 
the Corruption of Heart ! with which long Conti^verfy re- 
wards us poor Difputants ! My Point was to prove that the 
jQrrini Philofophers befoM C^//?, did not believe a fiunre 
State. Amongft the various Arguments I employed to this 
Purpofe, one was. That they couldnot believe It roxr- 
Jlftentfy *with the Notions ^fthe human SouL And this, I here, 
made the Subject of a diftin/6t Chapter. And now, fer my 
Pains, am told, that I prevaricate ; that I undertook to prove 
ihey diJ not believe abfolutely ; and at laft it comes only to 
this, that they could not believe conditionally. Nay, that / 
pretend. I all akng meant this latter Propofition only. Ami 
yset, to prevent all Chicane in diis very Chapter, I made a 
cautionary Declaration at the Beginnihe, Middle, and End 
of it, implying that the Argument in this Chapter, which 
was imployed to ihew, that the Philofophers could ndt helieve 
u future State confifienily with their Notiens of the Soul, wsta 
confined to this Chapter. In ihort, I did every thing in my 
Power to authenticate this Declaration, except. figning it be- 
fore a public Notary. 

The General Propofition, That thefe Philofophers difte- 
fieved a futvurc State ahfoktely^ I endeavoured to fupport by 

other 
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Of tbt Spimzifm of the old Pbibfipbers, 

iays» ^' So he has nothing to charge the 
•' JP^ilofophcrs with^ as the gpupd of theit |>r«* 

" ttlMje4 

other Proof$<i For which 7 refer Mr. Joikjm to Chapters 
A. 11. iv. V. and vi. which too, I (hould have Dad no Occafion 
to remind him of» had iie been of fo ingennoiis a Memory 
,>as to recolledl, that! declared my Parpofe was pot foonach 
10 give any Sentiments .of my own, as to fhew the Wesiknefo 
and Infoffieiettcy of what he had advanced againft the Doc- 
trine of the Dififiiu Ligatifiit. Bat to iniinate that a« Advef*^ 
fary is endeavouring to change his Queftion, is ib common^aii 
^rt where he is not;i and fo reafonable a. Caofe^of Complaint 
twhere he is, that it always, meets with thcjReader'c Ene^o* 
.ragement or Excufc. Mr. Ja^fon \^ a more^han ordinary 
X^aim to the latter. ^He is fo intoxigited ivith Paffion, that 
(as is afual when Mens H^sads |ttrii) he afcribes his pwn Incoiic. 
ifiancy to his opfoJUe Neighbour. And how fuhjeft he is 19 
change, will not be now foon forgot>by thofe who remember^ 
that he has given it under his Hand, that hi mvtr offtrtdtht 
future Ren9Vttti9n$ §f the Smcs as a Pretf that ibey beli$9f§i 
attother Life ; hut that he cenfiiud their Netien ef a fuham 
."State to the Period that iuurveues between Death and the gpt 
neral Reflpratiem, And that Me nenter mentioned the Mefiifim 
^ the Seui into thefirfl Haufe as a State rf Uettfmtfiy nor fMT 
^tonfidertdit in that Vienm. pn the whole, let him not flatter 
himfelf that he has been j^ble ^ make the leaft Change ia 
DUe, or in a^ of .my Opioiom, exQ^t ia what^eUte ^ himi*' 
felf. I tooic htm^ as his Friends |^ve him to me, for a Man 
of Xieamingt^who pofleAd his Argument ; fer a Phiiofopher*. 
4vho po(re(red himfelf; but I have found him as (hort ia 
Knowledge^ and weak in Rcftlbnii|g, as he is impot^t m 
Tempers ftrivingtohide his Emrs in Chicane, and his Ghi* 
xane, in^ InfoliBBce «nd iU Laagi^g^. As to this N^ion d{ 
the Soul, I hold with Dr. Sykei^ and the old Phitofopheia 
jfpdcen of in this Chapter^ that k it jdimrly iimnfiftcac witb 
46e Bdicf of a fetwe State. 
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^' tended Unbelief of this DoArine, (a future 
**• State) but only their JPbilpfopby, which h^ 

" calls 

»'■ ...... . ,. , . 

As to the Arguments, alledged by Mr'. W. to (hew that the • 
Philofophers in general difbelieved another Life ; they ftancf, 
I thinic; as firm now, as they did in the Beginning of the Con*- 
troverfy..' What the Gentleman had advanted, in order to 4 

we^kefi the Force of them, has been exainia'd in tHe laft 
(Chapter j and, fond as he might once be of wha^he cafied his 
D'emofiftraticm, he will not, I dare fay, refer us again to the 
Proofs, of which I have there given fo large an Account. 

But it may be aiked, why did I employ fo many Autho- 
nties to prove, that the Philofophers could not believe a fu- 
ture State confijlently njjith their Notion of the bumttn SouL To 
this L reply, that Mr, y. and other Advocates of the Law 
of Nature, have carried their Preteniions in favour of the 
Philofophers very high. They not only undertake to demm^ ^ 

firMe^ that the Philofophers believed a future State, but infift ^ 

lA'ithal, that their Notion of it wa<i consistent with 
K E A so N . Now how could I more cffedlually expofe the Fol- 
ly and Rafhnefs of this AiTertion, than by ihewing that they.- 
fuppoJcd the Soul to be^eally and properly a Part of God \, 
On this Suppofitic^ it will be impoffible^to maintain a future 
State CO nfijie fitly nxiith tbi Principks of Reafon. For is it rea- 
ibnable to fuppofe, that a Fart of God will be really, and ac- ' 
tnally ponifhed ? . 'I 

• However, our Author contenda that here was no real In- 
cwfifiency : And to make good this, he takes it for granted 
that the Soul was always confider'd as a mer^ Creature j that . 
k was fuppofed to have no Immortality^ but what was de- 
rived from the good PJeafure and Will of God- And here, 
one cannot but take Notice that the Gentleman has Prudena, 
in h\% Avger ; for notwithftlanding the Rage and Fury which 
lie betrays in ew^ry Page,' he is yet too cauiious to mention 
thofe P^iTages, which might ferve to cleat up the Point againft 
liim. I will juft repeat three or four. Tertulliany fpeaking of 
Flato, fays, Tantam illi (animae) conceiTit Di*vimtatemyUt. 
Deo adaquetur,^'-'''^]\xxi2L Pythagoricorum dogmata* fays Je- 
torn, qui hominem exaquant Deoy Sc de ejus dicunt effe/ub* 
fiantia. I may fafely appeal to any dne, not heated by Mr. 
y^ckfon^s Fire, whether the: Soulin thefe PajSages is nQt confi- 
der'd as fometl^ing more than a mere Creature, As tq the Nature 
of .the.immojrtalicy which the Philofophers^ aligned (heSoi;)l, 
take the following PaiTages. Vultis.hoiaws typhuniiftun^ 

* , I .> iuperci- 
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^< calls metsiphyficai Wbimfies doncerhirig iSod 
*• and the Soul, merely becaufe be does not undef- 

'^Jiand 

faperctlhimqae depbnere; qui deam vobis adfci(citis pattern^ 
^ cam eo cantenditis imtna^taUtdVim hahen <vos unam f . 

Kt qui potent territari forroidinis aliciMQs hor|X)re, tui fderie 
perfuaiQin» tarn ft effk immortaltm qaam ipfum deum primum; 
nee ab eo judicari quicquam de fe pofie, cum it una ikmo^ta- 
iitas in atroqoey nee in aiterius altera coiuHtioais poifit aqua^ 
iitate offxari f 

But our Author goes on : '* If it could be proved that the 
Philoibphers.held fomeching, in their Notions of the Soul^ 
that was really in'confillent with a future ^ate of Happinefl 
and Mifery* 0r Iven with a future Exiilence ; would \i 
*^ follow thkt t\x^ nSo nHdhot/ee 'or own this Inconfi/enr;, did 
** npt believe a future .State ?** p. 6p. 

Tbthis t reply » ift» All I am i^erie eoricirrnbi to prove i^; 
thit there was fomething iii their Notions of the Sbul rea/fy 
incokfi/iini with th^Belief of a future State. Tnat they aM' 
ally /aw this Ineonfifiemty^ is not the Poiiit I am here upon ; 
I am not endeavouring to (hew, in this Chaffer^ that the Phi- 
lofojphers iiinoit, or csniif not believe a future ^tate ab/olutelj^ 
but only, thdt they ixnM not belieVe it cot^ektly with theit 
NdtiUns ^}bi h&man touL 

t. The 6entlemail affirms^ without the lekil Heiitation, 
,^' That the Philofophers did not fee or own this Inconiiilency.** 
Biit this is his way ; *tis his old Roiic of Controverfy/ to ad- 
Vance withbiit Proof,* and to conbeai \^ithbut Shame, what- 
ever makes for him oi* againft him ; otherwife he might have 
told o»9 that Juftin Marfyr\ fpeakihg of the Philofophers, 
fays, *' Some of theHi hqiding the Soul 16 be incorporeal and 
^* immortal^ did hot coTiceive chat they Ihould be fMfl?ed foir 
. ^ ?* their wicked arid immoral- Anions j for that a Subftance 

^ *' which Was liot bbrf5or«al, mult of courfe be incapable df 

•* fuffering, and a Sfihfiancel whkh *was immortal, muft he 
*\ independent of God, *^ And I dare fay, his Reader would 
require no clearer Proof that feyeral of ilie Philofophers ac- 
inally faiA) and owned this lacottfifteAcy. But to conclude, the 
candid Reader, who has no Interefl to pervdrt and mifrepre- 
ient niy Meaning, will eafily fee that 1 have only been endea- 
VouriHg to pfove that the Philofophei-s Notion of the Soul wail 
really iheoiifiitent with the Belief of another Life. Whether 
they did, ofdtdnoti fi^ this Inbonfiftiency, is another Point. 
It appears, from the Teliimony of tlie Fathers, that feveral 
ilid fee and acknowledge it. • •■ 

Mr. /. fays, fome ancient CbriAians held the Soql to be of 
the fame Snbflance with God, and yet maintained a futurd 
State. To fiiiy nothing at prefent as to the Fad on which hd 
|;roiit24s Ills Argument^ t f&ali only tell him that this Inllance 
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•' fiand it V I meet with nothing here but hard 
Words: Which, fpr want of a4>etter Name, one 
may call, Itfr. JackforCs Logic. One of the 
Whinnfies charged upon the Philofophers by Mr, 
Warbwtony is, that they maintained the Soul to 
to be ftriftly and properly a Fart t>f God. I do 
not find that his learned Adverfary undertakes to 
(confute the fcveral Arguments alledged by him, 
in Support of this Charge : And with good Rca* 
fon •, for there can, I think, be no Queftion, but 
that 'this Principle, impious and deteftabic as it 
is, was really held by the ancient Sages. 

To confirm this, I (hall not go thro' theOpi* 
nions of the fcveral Sefts, but content Aiyfelf witii 
a few Remarks on one or two of the greateft ^m- 
portani;^. We nave already feen what the fathers 
thought of this Matter *, arid what follows will not 
only ferve to vindicate the Author of t\it 'Divine 
Legation J but the Fathers tbemfelves^ who, we now 
fee, are equally involved with him in this Chai'ge, 

We find that the Works given to Hermes 
abound with the moft grofs and rank Spinozifm ^: 
♦* The Soul is not cut off from the divine Sub- 
" fiance, but is, as it were, a Diffujion or Ex^ 
*• tenjion of him.*' I (hall tranfcribe another 
Paflage as I find it in Cudwortby wherein God 
is fald to be all things, not only aSiual hut poj/iile. 
«' For what (hall I praife. thee ? becaufe I am 

does not come up ro the Point in Queftion. For could thefe 
Chriftians eff oufe thefe two Notions confifttnthf with them- 
felves, or conftftentff with common Senfe? This very Cotifi- 
ftency is the fingle Point J am here difputing. 

Pag. 8. of his late Defence, he fays, " fome Chriftians held 
** the Soul to be of xht/ame Nature and Suh fiance ^wtth Godi 
•* and that they took this Notion from the Phibfipbers^ Does 
he not here plainly foppofe that the Soul, in the Opinion of 
thefe laft, was truly and properly a Part of God ? With what 
Face then does he pretend that it was confidered as a mere 
Creature ; that ft was not heU to be necejfarily immortal^ and 
ungenerated ? 

« Mr. Jackfin^s Defence, p. 7, 8. 

il9>«|*oe( xaOavi^ to tv igXttf f <tf(. 

"my 



^' my own as having fomething prc»3er and di* 
** ftinft from Thcc ? Thou are whattocver I am ; 
** thou art whatfoevcr I do or lay ; for rhou^art 
^^ all things, and there is nothing which thou art 
** not. Thou art that which is made, and thou 
^ art that which is not made S" In the fame 
Place, before things were made, God is faid to 
contain and bide tbm wUbin bimfelf: When they 
are made, he is iaid to reveal and manifeft tbem% 
from bimfelf. 

Here thien I a^)eal to every Reader, whether 
It bepoflible for Teflimonies to be more explicite 
and preciie than.thefe. I am fure this Notion is 
not exprefs'd by any modern Spjnozift in more 
plain, pofitive* and direft Terms than it is here* 
Let it be remembered too that thefe Books, ac* 
cording to JambUcbus \ fpeak the Language of 
the PbilofopbiTf \ and then, I think, it cannot 
be denied but that Spinozifm muft be ranked 
amongft the Principles of the old Greci0f Sages, 
imd, ^om thence, plainly transfufed into the fol- 
lewing Lines, without lofing any thing of itg 
force or Energy^ 

^Quicqukleffhoc, omnia «nimat, format, alit, 

auget, creat, 
Sepblit recipitc^z in fele omnia, omni* 

umque idem eft Pater : 
Indidemque eademque oriuntur de integro, at- 

que eodem occidunt ^ 

^ Iiaelleaual ^ftem^ p. 347. i ft Ed. This tools the Isxk* 
gnige 6f ^ famoas J^chfian Dialogue, ihrne he £xr mk- 
ani aaanr ^J^, & mmm amtihf mtfott pirn mCrtaHrt fuerhti 
mnia^ Mitifmm truiffet amwia. Nee knmcrito «im$ eft 
dfiftntoania, ci^us sicnbra fimt omnia. 

Idctfco lion eiwHy ^aando nata non eiant; led in «o jath 
tone pnxit, uadc aaici liaibaerttnt. Jfttkipj, p. s8s- 594(. 

Md» Far, 
'^ DeMyfletSs 
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' We are told here that all things will be lodgecl 

'^t\d buried in God, or the* univerfal Subftance; 

and that they will afterwards emerge and rife out 

of it again. The very Language of the Books 

of Hermes i — there God is faid tp hide things 

within himfelf, and here, SepeHt recipitque in 

*fife omnia. If then the Books of Hermes are 

fuppofed to contain the ranked Spinozifmi ^, and 

' one of the more fenfibje Writers againft the Z)/- 

vine Legation readily allows that they do contain 

it, it will be difficult to (hew that the Doftrinc 

of thefe Verfes is orthodox and innocent in this 

Point. 

When Cicero has given us the Lines above^ 
cited, he immediately fubjoins. Quid eft igitnr^^ 
quum domus fit omnium una, quumque arrimi 
hominum femper fuerinty futurique fint^ cur ii, 
quid ex quoque eveniar, & quid quamque reni 
fignificat, perfpicere non poffint.^ He here de- 
clares that the Soul was ftriftlyand properly eter- 
nal ; and he declares it to be ftriftly and properly 
fo, in Confequence of the Doctrine laid down in 
thefe Verfes. What then was this Doftrine? 
Why, that the Souk was taken originally from 
God. And if it was declared to be eternal a 
parte at^te^ in Confequence of: this, we>fnay be 
certain that it was underftood to be taken from 
Go4 in the moft exaft and proper Senfe. 

The following Paflage will furnifh fome very 

. ^ Bott*8 Anfimtr to tkf Divine LegMtiw, p. 2*7. — Detmi 
cfTe-aliquo modo omnia, roultoti^ Sc mullifariam innuant 
PUtonici : & per Emanationes <vei Irradiatiomes Jui mundam 
produxiiTe. Crediderunt veteres cujufoiinqae ordinis, quaotom 
i|iihi conftant, ex nihtk nihil fieriy neque aliquid in nibiUim 
reyerd pQffe.^o'-^^uafi ante mnmlum ortum^ auc pqft ultimam 
abolitioneo), non ejfent prorfus nihil rerum ejfentia^ fid babe- 
rent femfer fuum ^odum /uhfiftendi in natura diving, licet Jine 
§mni dijlin^ione Individuorum. Burner Arcbccol. FiuLc vii. 
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plain and conclufive *Proofs, ifi Sup^rt of this 
Charge againft the Philofophefs; Pythagoras qui 
cenfuit animum efTe per nacuram rerum onmium 
intcntum & com mean tern, non vidit diftradionc' 
humanoAm animorum difcerpi & lacerari Deum« 
£t cum miferi animi eflfent, quod pler.iique con-* 
tingeret, turn Dei partem effe miferam, quod 
fieri non poteff. Cur autem/c^idquam ignorarct 
animus hominis, fi eftec Deus K ^ It is ^hardly in 

t Cicero de N, D. 1. i. c If. On thefe Words in Chert 
Mr. y. thus remarks, *' Any one at firft Sight may fee chat 
" this is the Rea.lbning of a Man who neither fearM nor car^d 
'* what he faid, in order to difparage the Opinions of other 

*• Se6is. He is no other than an impudent Epicurean, call'd 

** Velleius in Cicero^ p. 54, 5^. Called Felleius inCicerof' 
By this it appears our great Critic thought Velieius to be a 
fi£litious Charafler. But the Oi)rervation' is, that no Bodj 
but an impudent Epicurean would have put this Interpretation 
on the DoArine of Pythagoras, And yet this very candid txA 
learned Man could not but know, that. St. Auftinh2i6. charged 
this very Opinion with a Con fequerice quite as impiout smd aS- 
/urd, as this prefsM upon it by Felleius, De ipfo rationali 
animante^, i. e. homine, quid infelicius credi poteft, quam Dd 
partem n;dpulare, cum puer 'vapulat ? Jam ^vero partes Dei fieri 
li\fci^as, iniquaSf impias, at que omnino damnahiles^ quis ferrc 
poffit nifi qui prorfus infaniat ? ' Pbftremo, quid irafcitui* iis a 
quibus non colitur, cum a/wj parttbus non colatur : De C, P^ 
iv. 12, 13. It feems then St. Au/lih too was an impudent Writer, 
^ivho neither fear d nor card ivhat he Jaidy in order to difparagt 
the Opinions of other Men. But to five his dear Philofophers, 
we fee, he will give up his very Fathers. The learned /)«-• 
citr was far from any Thought of di/paraging the Syftem of 
the Stoics; he was indeed a warm and zealous Admirer of the 
Sedl 5 and yet he preffes them wi^h an Objeftion of much the 
fame kind. Animam divini fpiritus poiHiunculam, ejufdem- 
que prorfus naturae autumabant Stoici ; tanquam Deu> ipfe a 
partibus diverfis condare poflSt, aut in plura di'vidifufiiiferet ens 
omnium perfedliffimum, & ufquequaque fimplex. In Anto- 
nin. ii. I. 

Bayle was very fenfible that this Paflage was delivered hy 
Velleius y and yet he often appeals to it, as containing a fair . 
and impartial Explanation of the Doftrine of Pythagoras l,& 
mal eft que Pythagoras en fe. reprefentant Dieu com me le 
moteur derUniverie et Tame dii monde, vouloit, que no^ ames 
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the Power" of Language to' fpeak in a more accua 
laic and preciie nfanncr. Non vidit diftraftionc 
humanorum animorum difcerpi fc? lacerari Beitnt. 

How 

Iwflent dcs pbrrtohs dc Dicu. L*objeftion qu* on lui propofe \k 
dbflus dtns Cjceron ett infbluhle. Di£i, Ptth agor as /{. iV. 

Mr. 7. affirms in his Ud Piecc> " that fonie CiiriiUan Wri- 
*' ter^ thought 'the humftn Soul to be of the famt Naturi and 
SuBftance ^with God; and that they took this Notion /r9m the DoC' 
$Hfii of the Pagan PhiL/ophert •* p,8. Docs he not here fuppofe 
^hr viry I'hing afi'erted by Velleins; nnt. that, in the Opinion of 
the oki Philo(ophcr$» the Soul was tmly and properly a Pare of 
God ? • 

t)t,Syhi m \\n Connexion ojT natural itnd re*vealed Religion^ ♦ 

often charges /^/i&a^0r<7j with holding this Notion ; and that 
>n Confequence of this vtry PaiTage from Cicero, is he too» at 
Jftfi Sight f to he adJud^fJatt impudent Writer, who neither/eared 
u}t cared *what he /aid f 

One taft of feUeim^s ObjedUbn is, Cui* atitem ighoraret qud- , 

(^uam animui bominis, fi eflfet Delis. There b nothing mor^ 
ebjeded here than what the Philofophers thetiifelves were ready 
16 acknowledge and afieri. .It was (bppofed that the S6ut kneiAi 
ail things, however this Knowledge might be clogged and ob- 
kured by ineaiis of the Body to which it was united. Animus 
— ^qut quia Vixit ab omni aeternitiltei verfatufquc eft cum innu- 
mcrabilibtts ahimis» tUinui^ qu^ in Mtura ireriimfunt^ videt^ (I 
modo temperatis efcis modicifque potionibiis itii eil adfe^u^, xii 
fi)pito corpore ipfe vigilet Cicero de Dsv. i. 5 1 . What is there 
more in the Words oi P^elleins jutt mentioned, than what is ex- 
prefsly affirmed in thisPailage oipiceroT And if the Philofo- 
phers were grofs enough toaiTert thelalt Part of theObjc^ion^ 
why mufl we fuppofe that they could not fwallow and digeil ilie 
^ Iwo firft ? 

But It 5$ not diilicult to (hew, even on Mr y'j own Piiric!- 

J)les^ that this was the very DoArine of Pjtha^oras. He al- 
ows that the Soul, according to Pythagoras^ was taken frorn 
arother Suh fiance. The Qutftion then is, Whfit Subftance this 
vias Audiebam Pythagoraro, Pythagoreofque — nunquani 
dubita^y quin ex uni-verfa mente dluina dciibatos aiiimos ha 
t>ertmu5. Cicero de S one H. 2\. Mr. ^. allows that the Sou" , • 

was taken out of another Subflaiice ; Cicej^o cells us, thacl « 

this Subilance was the Jnima Mundi^ or univerfal Soul ; and 
what would we hare more i Will he fay that Cicero millos>k 
the Subftance, cut of which the Soul was taken? If not, 
why does not the Word deiihatus^ when ufed by Cicero, im- 
ply the fame as lacerari, wh*t) imp]oy*d by Velteiui ? But, 
wlat is beft, VelUius agrees with oUr Author himlelf in this 
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flow couk] the Deity be fuppofed to be nmngled 
and M'n by the Di&erption of the hiinian SomI^ 
if tbe Soul vlts not held to be a f^ardcle or For- 
^kxi of fekn iti the mod rigorous and Arid Senfe ,?' 
£t ^uiti mtfen anitni efient^iMtiifn Dei partem^ 
tfi^ itiH^m. Holf fibfurd and ridiculous muft 
• this Obfedion have appeared,; if tbe Soul had 

^ feeeti cdled a P<mioii of the JDeity, only in a 

metaphorical and figurative Seofe^ as created bf 
him r Cur autem quidquam ignorant atiinvus Ikk 
imnis, fi «f}ec Deus ? Here a divine Amibitte ]& 
afcribed to the human SouI» iit Confe<j[Uence of 
the Opinion, which declares it to be a Part of 



We will go- n6W. t^ Pkio and his Followers. 
fiut^ck eitpdaint their Dodlrine in the following^ 
maraior \ " Thte Soul is not fd much the /iF^f* 
^^ and ProduSiion ^ God, ^ a Pnrt of him \^^ 
^ >nor & k made ^ htmt btrtyr^^ himt and out^ 
** 6f him/*' Let us atoend to the T5rft Part.-** 
•* Tbe Soul b not ip much 'the Work and Pr»»- 
^ Maion <iS God, as a P^trt of him/* If it 
was talked >a Part of God only in a figurative or 
|)Q{>«iiar Senib^ why miight it not Jiave been c6n«* 
fibred as tht, nur^Werk and PffdduSfioK ^f Gpdi 
^iHy, iiOwtGMid ii have been ^^wiideped oi;her« 

fbiht; ifbrWhmidlcxBthb Uft fey of Pyth^^noMti and P-Utot" 
Why, '** 'iMy Vpeak Df -ths human Soul, as cosgenial wiik 
** and Part of the divine Siibftantc: Not of the fupreme 
" God, but ^ the .u'ni^erfal and iHuntiani SwV.^'p. '57, "t, 
"Attd dd«t ^abt'^IUiuj ifiake it Fait df thh iame imkarfi^ 
^uf^ ^fAaOte \ dieti jb mIk BiCercnc« 'between Ikefis two . gve^ 
Men ? Will th^a "l^ur Author recal his fbal Language, or 
onvn that hi neither fiart^or cares *what ^he fdp^ in order 10 
dijparage the Opinions of others ? 

1;^ Tn' at/tov, oxx A-n' et?nov, n»% £S ^t^.'^^y^uMf. Platoaieil 
Qwfttafi)fc$, Ed. Xjrl, p. toot . 

wifef 
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%ifc ? For figurative ExpreffiSn: relate *not ftf 
the Nature of Things ^ but only to the Mode of 
conveying our Ideas. When therefore it is called 
a Part of Gdd, and, on that very Account, op- 
'pofed to th^fForks and ProduHicns of God, 
what Way have we to underftand the Phrafc but 
as ftfiftJy literal ?— Let us come now to the fe- 
cond Part :. •* It was not made by him, hxxtfrom 
*' him, and out 6i him." Is not God here re- 
prefented as the material Caufe^ out of which the 
Soul is formed ? And docs not this neceflarily 
imply that the human Soul was really and pro- 
perly a Part of God ? 

Philo^ a Man all over Platonizedj fpeaking 
of the Excellence and Perfcftions of the hu- 
man Soul, declares that it could not have pofl^& 
fed thefe great Talents, " unlefs it had been a 
*** Portion of the divine Soul j but- fuch a Por- 
** tion as cpuld not htfeparated and divided irom 
*' it. For no Part of the divine Nature is r«/ off 
** by Diviftdny but is only^ diffufed 3nd extended. 
** 'VV^herefore the Soul, Jharing the PerfeSions of 
«* the divine Nature^ launches 6ut into the Uni- 
*' verfe, and does not confine itfelf within any 
" Bounds." Let us attend to this Pafiage^ 
*V But fuch a Portion, as could not htfeparated 
** and divided from it '/' Why does he talk of 
Separation and Divifton^ but to imply that the 
Soul was really and properly a Part of God? "• It 
** was not cut off from, but was only an Exten-^ 
*' ^OH of the divine Subftance/* Docs not this. 
Language fuppofe-it to be a Part of God? It 
i$ indeed the very Language of the JBooks of 

' El ^n use Swof Kou tvhufAovo^ ^vxm^ huwk avoff<s;ac(i» n* » 

det.-poci. infid. folcat. p. 172. 

Hermes^ 
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ti€rmes\ ati^ tbefe, I think, are allowed to c<^n^ 
tain the rankcftSpinozifm. Laftly, the Soul ir 
iaid to ^tfr^ the divine Perfeffions, in Confe- . 
quenceof this very Dodrine. j 

Phtinuyit\\%\x%\ " that our Sool is of 4bt 
** fame Species with" the Soul of the Univerfe. 
<* That if we view it, as it is in itfclf, ftript and 
•« divcfted of every thing foreignfto it, we ffeali* 
M find that -it equally deferves-*. our /^^»^r^/i«>i' 
<« ^nd EJleem.^* :.-i 

Alcinous fays, "^ The Souls of Men and the 
** Univerfe do both partake of the fame Mi'' 

StobauSy ipeaking of Numeniffi, Pktinus^ and • 
Forphjrius^' explains their Doftrine" of the Soul^ 
and then adds^ ^^ According to this Opinion the 
** Spul does not really differirpm the Mind, the 
"Gods, and thexeleftial Natures 5 as to its Na-^ 
^ ture and Subftanc? ™/' • ' 

Another of the Followers of Plalo declared* 
" that" the Soul had the farne.SubJiance with > 
« GodV . . 

• ic 

^ Enn.I. 1. C^ 1 2.. OMOEIAhS xai tjjLErt^ci, xah oroa unvrtn^ 
'B7foeri>^09Tuv crxo'Trifiq tv^ncrnq rg otvro T»^toy q »!i».'4;f;njij. Le Clerc^^ 
fpeaking of the Platonijls, {^ys, I/s ont aujji fouvent des ExfreJ* 
funs peu exa^tesy. commf quand ?\oii^ dit.yQVi.pos am fs font de la . 
n^eme efpece que, Vame du monde^ qui eji^ Jeiilement leur fofiif ' 
ainee. C?ejl confondre la Creature avec Iq Cre^teur, csf ouvrir 
la parte a P Idolatrie, Bibliotheque Oolfie, tome Hi. p. 54, ' 
What this learned J^xil^ic means by peutxaSey amounts to no 
more thaii that their Notions do not agree with his : Tho^ tjio . 
Words infinuate that they did not exprefs their own^meaning 
with Precifion j which (whatever he might think) wasjiot.. 
the Cafe. ... . ^ 

' 5/W^V Lives of the Philofophe'rs, p. 190. iflEd. 
.™ Phyf. Ec. p. loS. Jfianrau ^u tolvtt,v vh hm QEiiN xai tu9 • 
x^t^^lovul^ ynuv a^ti ij -^^vx^ ^»B>n>c;^fi> KA1 A IE T|iN OAHN 
OISIAN. 

^ Tiiepdortts Adnaeus, inter Platom*cos non obfcurus Philo- 
■* ■ » , ^ophus^ 
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k itppean from tbefe Paflagesi tint the Scld 
vn^ fu{^fcd to be of the very (atne Natoie and 
. Subftance with God himielf. It inuft thocfoir 
either have been conceived to be a Part of biED^ 
or a leparate and diftinft Subftance, equal to hkri* 
B^Mv. fack/oM himfeif infifts that tinff did t»cf 
bdi atn feparate and diftinS Suifiance to h epa^ 
wkk ^(s$d^ ; and therefore, by his Leave I would 
oondude, .that they believed the Scnil co be a 
Part of him. 

The Reader vfWl not be difpleafed to iee this 
^eafoning confirmed by zlmoA aa able a Judge 
of Antiquity, as Mr. Jack/on? Intelliges nirfus 
quo fenfu Plato voluenr, dtfoere aIIhI alsud ^fle, 
quam reminifci ; nempe quatenus anima mimcfi 
eft omnifcia^ & qusdibet gus particula, iMfuam 
h^Hogentay eft^demfne amdiiicms am Kda^ mfui" 
fciaftmiliter tji : Tametfi quo mooiento daaci|;i'* 
tur in Corpus, obfufcetuf & qps^ lethaeum bttxns 

fdphasy animam humaham Dao ipli QM00Y:SI0N tSk voluit. 
Gmk's Prefirce ia Jamblicbut dt Myfiiriis. 

Proclus (in TheoUgia Platonica^ libr9 it capiie prime) ^^If 
extols one Theodonts. Upon which Fahricius obferves, The-» 
odoram Afimeum puto a Proclo innui, qnem fxpe laudat com- 
meocariis in Timasom. Grmc, Biil vol. iv. Jamblicho ct h* 
ma ec emdhione proximus fait Theodoras Afineofis, cu]U» 
crebro meminit Proclus in Timaeum : qui eujn 'fi^mtovp hoc 
efty virum egregium et magnum, fspius autem d«vfM»s-w» five 
admirandum, veluti peculiaii cognomine appdlat. Porpkydi 
difcipuium fuifle ex Damafcio mdici ; qui in l^don .viu dr 
admirando ejus proftftu Jic fcribitt » ya^ wtttit»iu ^tt^p i»^' 

vm m Ho^v^. Neque facile erat cre&ere, et ad cabitos 
proficere ; quemadmodum Theodoras Afinenf. fub Porphsym 
profecit. Hofftenius d$ wta it firiptis Porpfyrii, c. vi. As the 
l>eftimony of this ancient Writer is very explicite and predfe 
with regard to the preient Queftion, I thought it might noC 
be improper to fhew» that he was a Man of confiderable 
Name and Chara£ter; and highly eficcmed among, die old 
Fhilofophers. 
; Page 8. of his Defence. 
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poculum, oblivifcatur omnia, vari^ deinceps per * . ' 
fcnfus exciranda, & in' memoriam revocanda^. 
To the Teftimony of Gaffendi^ I fhall juft add 
that of Sigonius-j fpeaking of fome old Philofo- 
pherS) he (ays. Quorum opinio conftans fuir, 'de* 
micti animos e coelo, divinaeque mentis eos tSa 
BOD folum munus, fed etiam partem praecipuam > - 
ac propriam. " The Soul -is not only a Gift of 
** God, but even a Part of him." If the laft 
part of the Sentence be not underftood in thd 
moft literal and ftrift Senfe, the former Part can 
be underftood in no Senfe at all : For it is evident 
that the Soul may very properly be feid to be only^ 
a Gift of God, if it be not really and properly a 
. Parf of him. I need not fay that I take the Paf- 
iage, juft recited, from the Piece going under 
the Title of Confolation^ which we commonly 
fee in the CoUeftion of Gcero^s Writings, 

Thefe Paffages are furely very much to the 
Purpofe, if any thing can be to the Purpofe that' ' 
is urged againft a favourite Hypothefis. It would 
be cndlefs to run through the feveral Arguments 
and Authorities, that might be produced in Fa^ 
vour of the Doftrine here fupported. But enough 
furely has been faid in Anfwer to the Little, the 
Nothings I may fay, that has hitherto been 
brought againft this Part of the Divine Legation. 
For what, after all, has Mr. Jackfon given us on 
this Point ? Has' he fairly examined any fingle^ 
Reafon or Teftimony alledged by his learned 
Adverfary? No, .not one; all he gives is the 
Ribaldry of ill Language. He charges Mr« 
IFarburtGH with giving this Account of the old 
Philofophy, merely becaufe be did not underjland 
it. But what will the learned Gentleman fay to 

'^. P Gaflfendus in I. x. Diogenls Laertii, p. j$i, 

N Arijiotky . 
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. 'Jriflotle, Cicero^ Plutarcby and the other nume- 
rous Authorities abQvemfentioned ? Will he fajr 
that they too were all pure Smatterers in Learn- 
ing ? That they were not verfed in the Schools of 
the ancient Philofophers of Greece and Italy ff 
That they charged the old Syftems 'with thcfe 
Principles, purely beeaufe they did not under^ 
ftandthemP 

But 'tis now time to examine what the learned 
Gentleman has faid in his late Defence^ in oppo- 

• fidon to the federal Arguments which have beeiv 

produced in this Chapter. Why, here he reiblves 
to make ihort Work with me, and ohferves,. 
with his ufual Acutenefs, that one iingle Di« 
ftindlion will ferve to confute and overturn all I 
have here faid. ** After all, the Philolbpherfr 
^ did not think the human Soul was Confub- 
" ftantial, or of the lame Nature and Subftance 
** with the fupremc God ; which cuts the Simwr 
*? of all Mr. Warburton's and his Critic's Demn^ 
*f firation on this Head% they cannot prove it of 

• *.* any of them out of their own Writings/*' 

p. 66. 1 told you before what hp was able to da 
with his Diftin&ions.. This before us is of his 
own native Growth, made up of half FaUacj and 
hd\f Blunder, The Fallacy lies in this Part of the 
Affertion, ** That I cannot prove the human 
^^ Soul was thought by the Philofopbeis Con* 
*« fubftantial with the fiipremc God, out of theip 
*« imn Writings.** Now almoft all the Writ- 
ings of the firfl Philoibphers on this SubjeA 
are loft; and our be£t Accounts of it are from^ 
their Succeflbrs and Hiftonians \ and thefe, we 
fee, he would QaxitBk vmzj^ and have pafs for 
nothing. However, enough, is left of their own. 
Writing to do his Bufineis» 

Rode 
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Rode caper vitem :* tamen hinc, cum ftabis ad 
aram. 
In tua quod fpargi cornua pc^it^ erk. 

The Blunder is in this, that, becaufe the Philo 
fophers fuppofed the Soul to be Part of fhe^^^l" 
wa Mundi^ and fome of them thought the Ani- 
ma Mundi not the fupreme God, that is, not the 
firft Perfon in the Godhead, therefore the Philo- 
fophers did not fuppofe the Soul to be Part of 
the fiipreme God. But he (hould have known, 
what Ihall be prefently taught him, that feveral 
of the Philofophers did hold the Anima Mmdi to 
be the fopreme God. This being premifed, we 
now come a little clofer to this Sinew-cutter of 
Demonftrations, who yet has neither the Force 
nor Skill of a Corn.cutter. 

He lays, I cannot prove that any of the Fhilo- 
fopberSy out of their own IVritings^ believed the 
Soul was of the fame Nature and Subftame with 
the Jupreme God. Mr. JV. had faved me this La- 
bour long ago. Quid eft autem cur non- exi- 
flimes in eo: divini aiiquid exiftere qui pEi pa^s 
E&T ? Totum hoc quo continemur, & unum eft 
if, Beus: & focii ejus fumus & membra. Setteca. 
^^ The Souls: of Men barn the neareft Relation 
•* fSD.GoEi, as being Parts or Fraoments of 
•* hiEn,:dcccipt and torn from his Substance." 
Bpi&€tux4 See Div. Leg, iv. p. 428. * Thefe are 
bo^ ^tmcs \ and wc know, that Se€i held the 
^ma Mwidi to be the fupreme God. But wkh- 
Oulr. knowing this, their very Expreflion necefik* 
rily implies them to be i|)e4king of ^ fupreme 
God; • But what is above all, the great Mr. 
Ja,ckfan himfelf fays- it, as w<i (hall fee- prefcntly. 

I was fome time puzzled to guefs what it 
ihould be that could make him take all this 
Pains to prove, that human Souls were conceived 

N 2 - to 
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td be Parts of the Jnima MUndimly^ or univsr- 
fal Soul. But it feems he wants to ungod this 
Anima Mundi^ 2xA%y^ bring in his Conclulion, 
that tb£ Soul was not Part of God^ at a back 
Door. But Virgil ftands in his Way ; who, tho* • 
a Poet, yet deals lefs in Fiftion than our fevere. 
Pliilofopher. He fays, 

Deum namque ire per omnes 
Tcrrafque traftufque maris, coelumque profundus. 

Geor. iv. 

Varro confirms the fame, as appears from a 
Paflage cited in this Book : Hi foli Varroni viden- 
tur animadvertiffe quid effet Deus^ qui credide- 
runt eum eflfe animam^ motu ac ratione mundum 
'gutemantero. Augufi. De Civ. Dei^ iv.. 9, 

Dicit idem Varro, ad hue de naturali Theolo- 
gia prasloquens Deum se arbjtrari esse 
Animam Mundi. 1. vii. c. 6. 

But now comes in the unlucky Part of the 
Story. , Here we fee he boldly affirms tkort the 
Jmma.Mundi was not confidered as God, Yet bo 
longer -fince than the writing his firft Pamphlet 
he aiferts, that the Anima Mundi was fuppofed 
to be the fupreme God. Thefe are his very 
Words,—** And it was the received ancient No- 
*' tion of the Deity, "That thefupreme God was 
<*. the univerfal Sou\ which comprehended and 
*' fuftaineJ all Nature. This was the c^dEgyp'^ 
^' tian Do6lrine of the Deity, which Orpheus^ 
*' Horner^ Tbales, Pythagoras, Empedooles, Plato ^ 
*-' and the ancient Stmcs learned m Egypt and 
*• propagated amohgft the Greeks ^nA Latins 9.** 

•p.83. 

q In this PaiTage we ^re told that* God and the Soul of tha 
World, in the Opinion of Plato, were one and the fame. 
And yet we meet with a very dii&rent Account of this Mat- 
ter in ancient Writers. Cynii tells us in very plain and dired 

2 Terms. 



[ i89 ] 

p. 85. When this was wrote the Soul of the 
World was the fupreme God. Biit (landing in the 
•Way of this Putter up and Puller down of Sy- 
ftcms, it is now no God at alL A ftrange Re- 

vojution 

Terms, " That the fupreme God and the Good were faid co 
•' be the fame. That Miml was fappofed to proceed from 
** him, and was reckoned the ficond God, and that the Soul of 
" theWorld was fuppofed to be the third God^^ To nP^TOfJ 
«»Tioi»— Ttrro h «k*i ^oe,a^^ T*ArA©ON. s| plvth yt fAvjf ysfi^ai 

NOTN,^ ov h k»% AETTEP(*JN woftafecri ©EON — xmk t* 

AEITEPA TASEI tw nPftTOY ttotrachoyt^ovrat, xat fnnv ttcn 
TPlTHN ioyovon3(Ti Ta xotrfMi *rxHN. Cyril, contra Julianam. 
Ed. Spanh. p. 270. vid. too p. 147. Porphyry too plainly 
diftinguifhes between the fupreme God and tha Soul of the 

World : O jxiy nPHTOZ ©EOI! 'Xf'jfw »^»o? rm gio^tr, 

wtpjTio «g»)T<»». » ^ijj a ^* »3T» KOSMOr 'i'TXH. Dc Abftincn- 
tia, ii. 37. . 

But pofitive as our Author is here, that the Soal of the 
World and the fupreme God were, according to the Syftem 
of Piato^ one and the fame -, yet within the Diftance of no 
more than one Page he himfelf declares, ** That the Notion 
'* of an Unity and Mind, fuperior to the uni'verfal Soul^ 
** feems to have been the peculiar Conceit of /*/a/<7 and 
•* his Followers." p. 85. What ftrange Shuffling and Incon- 
fiftency f How, Sir! did P/a/chold the univerfal Soul to be the 
fupreme God, and yet did he and his Followers hold an Uni- 
ty and Mind fuperior to it ? 

But, what*s ftill worfe, he reprefents the Stoics as maintain- 
ing the fame fupreme God with P/ato himfelf; tho*^ the con- 
trary be as evident from Antiquity, as any thing can well be. 
Qri^etty ^akin^ of the Gree^i Philofophers, declares, ^* That 
** they fiippofe the whole World to be a God 5 fj^me of them, 
" as THE Stoics, make it ti^e first God. As to the 
** Followers of P/ato, fome of them affirm it to be tk^fecondt 
^* and fome the third God.** Xaft^i h to* oAoy xcj-fjuov y^ywip 

«y«( Oeof, ^Tuixot fAif rov nPHTON. 0» ^ airo l\?saTmai to 
hvTi^oit. rm%lt »vrmrov TPlTON, Gon. Gel. L v. p. 235. Ed. 
Spen. Thus ytt fee whaterer he affirms or denies, as he does 
it to ferve a prefent Occafion, he is, as may be expend, 
when his Furpofe is not to reprefent' Antiquity but his own 
Fancies about it^ conilantly in the wrong. Before I difmifs 
this Article, I cannot but take Notice that fome Fatalit/ 
furely muft attend our Author, whenever he undertakes thq 
Queftion of a Trinity. We have feen long fincein.what Man* 
;per he thought fit to interpret the facred and primitive Writers 
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volution in the intelleftua! World! But all muft' ' - 

bow isefore the Throne of this Prince of Space ^. . 

C H A P.- 

on this Sabjefl ; but they, whole View the Goads and Dark- 

nefs of that Controverfy intercept, may forma near Judgment • : 

of his Exploits hy what they fee of him in this. 

^ But to come to his other, Objeflions. *' Our Critic (fays 
'* he} in his fevench Chapter undertakes to prove the old 
^' Philofophers to be Spinozifts. His two principal Autho- 
*' rities are a Padage from Cicero, and. another from PIu- 
" iarcby p. 54. BxxfwYiy principal? Only, I fuppofe, becaufe 
he thought them moil manageable. I have already ' anf^jered * 

his Objedtons againft the firH ; and as to Plutarch^ he tells 
me, ** I mufl allow that P/fttarch^sAs a crude Reprefentatioa I 

\ of Plaio^s Opinion ; 'who certainly never thougki toe human 1 

'* Soul to be a P/irt of the one fuf rente God in any Senfe what- 
f« foever." p. 58. Need I defirc my Adverfary in a worfe v 

Cafe than to be reduced to fay, that Plu/arch is a crude 
RBpRESENTERof P/d/oV Opinion f But hisReafon for this 
Cenfure is admirable. For Plato certainly never thought th€ 
human Soul to he a Part of the one fupreme God. The Qaeftioti 
is whether he did chink fo. Plutarch is brought to prove it; 
and Plutarch is difpfoved, hecaufe Plato did not think fo. And 
this is called Reafoning. One would call it begging the Que- 
ilion, but that he does every thing with fo high a H&nd, that 
fhews him readier to (leal than beg. At leaft we mull reckofi 
him amoDgft the furdy Beggars. But I will fuppofe him tQ i 

have a Reafon for-what he fays, (one of the Icaft likely Sup- • ' \ 

politions I could make) and, that he faid, Plutarch talke4 
crudely, and that Plato did not think the Soul Part of the fu- 
preme God, becaufe this fame Plutarch in another Place faya, 
that, accordii^ to the Syftem g/^ Plato, the Soul of Man ixjas of the. 
fame Nature and Kind nvith the Soul of the Univerfe, Ilwfiayo- 
qa^y ll>at>7<i3V]f a^^i^9 eiwi Tiji* 4'I'%i}J'. i^m<Tot» yct^ «s to TOr 
nANTOD i'TXHN aw^w^w argo? ro OMOFENES. De Placitis, 
XV. 7. Now he had taken it into his Head, that this Soul of . • 

the Univerfe was not Qod, or not the fupreme God; But he 
miftakes the Matter. The Stoics who held but one Perfon in^ 
the Deity, held the univerfal Soul to be the fupreme God ; 
imd the Platomfts^ who held three, fuppofed the universal Soul 
to be one of them. The ^W or fupreme was reckoned the 
irft 5 the Mind the fecond j and the Soul of the World ^^ 
third. Hence the Author of the Divine Legation fays, " The 
f* Maintainers of the Immateriality of the divine Subftance 
f* were likewife divided inio two Parties 1 the&ilof which 
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C HA P. IX. 

f 

fi&tf/ the DoSirine of another Life was deli-- 
vered in the Myfieries in the moji fabulous 
andgrofs Manner. 

LE T us proceed-: — The learned Author in the 
next Paffage faysj i' And yet he allows that , * 
*' thefe Philofopbers cenftantly profeffed their 

*« Belief * 

'* held bat one Perfon m the Godhead, the other two or three ; 
^* fo' that as the former believed the Soul to be Part of the 

fupremc God, the latter believed it to be Part only of the • 

fecond or third Hypoflafis, vol. i. p. 418. So that we fee • 

the flnima Mundi^ from whence the Philofophers took the 
Jiuman Soul, its not being held the fupreme God \>y fome, 
amounts to no more than that k was not the firfl Perfon in the * 
Deity. 

Page 58. he fays, *' What fignifies all our Critic has been 
** arguing in his fpcch and feventh Chapters, that the Philo- 
•* fophers neither did nor could believe a future State?" Had * 
he only read the very TttU ^^g^ ^f the Book he undertakes 
to anfwer, he would have feen that the podtrine eUablifhM in 
'this Chapter, is very much to my Purpofe, though it may not • 
prove that the Philofophers difbelieved another Life. I pr6- 
|X>fed to inquire into their Nations concerning the Soul and a 
Juture State ^ what therefore could be more to my Purpofe, 
than the feyeral Teilimonies which I have here urged, in or- 
^er to illuftrate and explain the Sentiments of the old Philo- 
. fophers on the firfi Point t 

However, as our Author has wrote three Pan^hJets without 
,ever comipg to the QueAion, I will now fhew him in three 
Sentences where the principal DiiEculty lies. If then the 
Philofophers held that the Soul was reallv and aSually a Part 
of God, difcerped and tak^i from him in the mod literal and 
flriA Senfe : If it was again to be infus'd and re/ehed into the 
.Subftance from which it was originally taken ^ will it not, 
on this Suppofition^ be neceilary to conclude, that the Soul, 
after its Refufion, was to lofe its ieparateand diHind Exiflence, 
and return to the very fame State and Condition, in which it 
^as before it was taken from the Jnima Mitndi or God } 

N 4- ' What 
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«* Belief of this Doflrine, as well as the Lpgi-' 
^^ flators did i and they had the i^me Inftruftions 

" concerning 

What wts the Inflance which was commonly qfed to illd- 
ftrate and explain this Notion? Why, " a Bottle filled with 
'' Sea Water, which fwimming a whfle Upon the Ocean, did, 
*' on the Bottlers breaking, flow in again, and mingle with 
'' the common Mafs.*' Now on thisComparifon coa)d the SquI 
be fuppofcd to retain a'feparate and diflin^ ExiAence, after it 
jwas blendid and miogled witlf its parent Subftance, any mojce 
than the Water, when, on the breaking of the Boctle* it 
(lows again into the Ocean ? 

And let me add, that the Cafe was exa6lly iimilar. In 
the Courfe of thcfe Papers 1 have taken Occafion to ejcami^c 
the Dodrine of the Siaics on this Article, J have fhewn by 
very clear and inconteftable Authorities, that the Soul, after 
it was diflblvcd into the Anima Mundi^ was no longer to have 
any peculiar and diflinft Perception. It would be c^y to 
fhew the fame with regard to Pythagoras and Vlato themfelves. 
And indeed as they held thak the Soul was as truly and pro- 
perly a Part of God or the Anima Mundi, as the Stoia them- 
felves ; as they held too that it was to be refolved again into 
this fame Anima Mundi or the Subftance from which it was 
originally taken i it is natural to imagine that the Refufion, 
on their Scheme, was to be attended wich the very fame Con- 
fequence5, as on that of the Stoics. It would not be difficult 
to confirm this by many very clear and exprefs Teftimonies, 
4id my Argument Hand in need of them. » 

It was then of Importance to fhew that the S®ul was con- 
ceived to be of the very fame Nature and Subftance with God 
himfelf ; as this will be a fair Prefumption that it was not to 
remain a feparate and diflin^t Being, after it was refolved into 
the Anima Mundi. Much more might indeed be faid for this 
feparate and diftinft Exigence, had not the Soul been of the • 
fame Stecies with the Anima Mundi into which it was to be 
refolved. However, that all Perfonality was to be abforbed 
and lofl by this means, is bell proved by the f^veralAuthori^ 
ties to whjch I juft referred myfelf. 

What then, after all, is the main Ar^ument^^ by which the 
Author of the D- L, attempts to prove that the Philofophcrs 
fjid not believe a future State ? Why, *tis becaufe the Soul, on 
their Principles, was to be refolved into the Anima MttnSy 
and this Refufion was fappofed to be deib-udlive of all perfonal 
and diftindl: Exiflence. And what does Mr. J. oppofe to all 
this ? Why, he fays, that the Philofophcrs talk of a State of 
• ' I^appinefs 
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*< concerning God and the Soul in the Myfteries, 
** as the Legiflators had, who there learned the 

" Truth 

H^ippinefs in Hiavin; declare that the Soals of good Men 
are to return to God and celefiial Beings, ^c. and does not 
Mr. WarhurtoH readily acknowledge all this ? What then fol- 
lows, from henc^ ? Why, only that the Philofophers taaghl 
two Dodbrines of a future State. One, according to which 
the Soul was to be abforbed and loft in the Anima Mundii and 
another, on which it was to retain a feparate aftd diilin6t £x' 
iftence. The Queflion then returns, which I have hail Occa« 
£on to afk fb often, ^iz.. Which was the public, which 
the private Do^rine ? And here 1 need only refer myfelf to 
what has been advanced on this Point in the foregoing Part 
of thefe Papers. What was faid of the Stoics in the fifth 
Chapter does equally hold with regard to the Philofophers of 
other SeAs ; and what has been alledged in Chapters ii, v, vi. 
may probably convince every canTlid and impartial Reader, 
that the Notion of future Happinefs, for the Belief of which 
the learned Gentleman fb zealoufly contends, was merely pa- 

puiar. 

But to proceed. Mr. y, in order to amufe the Reader, 
and perplex the Argument, does all along charge me with 
faying, that the Soul could have no peculiar and di(Hn£l Ex- 
iftence in a future State, fureJy htcaufe it *was a Part of God 
ore(mfubftantialmx}^\\\m, p. 63,64. And then arguing on 
this Suppofition, he brings fome Reafons and Inftances to 
ifliew, that the Soul might be fuppofed to retain a particular 
Subfiftence after Death, notwithllanding it was thought to be 
really and a£lually a Part of, God. All this is very well. But 
if now the attentive Reader (hould afk him, Againft whom he 
^as beei) arguing, and for what End all this Expence of Lo- 
gic ? he would perhaps be puzzled for an Anfwer. For he 
pas here to do, God knows, with no fubtile Metaphyfician, 
who can prove from the abftrafl Nature of Refufion; that there 
could be no diftinS Exijience 'y but with a plain Relater, tho* 
faithful Hiflorian, of the Opinions of the Greek Philofophers ; 
Of whom he ventures to affirm, that they understood 
fbis Refufim to take away all diftin£l Exiftence. Now both 
the Myderies of Metaphyfics, and the Arts of Controverfy 
are loft upon fuch an Adverfary 5 who will neither go out of 
his Road, nor fby longer in it than is juft neceffary to fet 
Truth in a fair Light. Therefore, according to the old Song, 
—Pa/ uf your l^rumfery^ good noble Marquefs, Jf you would 
)iave any thing to fay to me^ it is your Bufinefs to prove one 

of 
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** Truth of this Doftrine and believed it; and 
♦' ^^/VA was no other than a more rational Expli- 

" cation 

• 

]0f thefe two things; eidier that the Soul nvas mi to hi nfohid 
into tht Anima Mundi, or tbkt this Refufan was not sup- 
p o s E 9 /0 deftroy its per/onal and difiin^ Exifience, 

Again at p. 64. he fays, ** If any Consubst a nti a lit r 
>'* .of the Soul, is inconfiflent with a future State, it is, to D/- 
*' monft ration, equally incpnfiileDt with the prefent State, or 
** with any Suhfiftence at all.. This I fhew'd Mr. Warburton 
.** bcfcrre, p^ 72, 7^ of my Defence of the J ewijh Re<vcla' ' 
*^ tio».-\ But he mull /Xfew his Demonftration in another 
Light before Mr. Warburton will think hii^felf concerned in 
it. For where is it that either he or I have faid that any Con- 
Jubftaniiaiity of the Soul njuith Qod was inconjifient t^ith itsfu," 
ture State^ of diftinS Exifience, Does Mr. jackfin think us 
fuch Idiots to deny tha.t in one Cafe, which the moil important 
t)o6lrine of our holy Religion has taught us to holdvci another. 
Mr. W. and I believe^ tho' Mr. Jackfon does not, that the 
Saviour of the World is fonfubftantial with the Father. And 
yet we have both the Grace and Senfe to bselieve, that he had 
not only a diftin£l Exiilence her^, but has it ftill likewife i(^ 
Heaven. What occafioncd this (Irange blundering Mifrepre- 
featation was our great Phi!ofopher'« miftaking the Caufe for 
the EffeS ; Confabftantiality for Refufiott. For it muft be con- 
felTed we both hold that the Refujton at Death is inconjifieni 
tvoitb a future State: Now if he will undertake to demonftrat4 
that this is equally inconjifient with the prefent State, yix^War- 
iurton, I aare (ay, will own, he will ^etu him fomething 
worth the feeing. In the mean time I have examined and ex- 
plained at large the Sentiments and Principles of the Stoicf 
concerning this Refufion. Mr. J, himfelf allows, that, ac- 
cording to their Reafoning, it was confider'd as the DefirnQion 
if theSpufs ferfonai Subfiflence^ p. 65, 66. But will the Gen- 
tleman infer from hence that this Notion of the Soul is equaify 
inconfiftent ivith the prefent State, or *with any StAfifience a$ 
fill? Is this evident to Demonftration^ as our Author fondly 
imagines ? If it is ; why then our Author has demonfirated 
(how ready foeyer he may be to quarrel at the Term) not only 
that the Stoics diibeliev'd the particular Subiillence of the Soiu 
in 2i future State, but even in the prefent ; and, to ufe his own 
Words, that they dilbelieved any Suhjtftence of the Soul at alL 
Now this, I apprehend, was not the Pointy which he under- 
took to demonft rate in his frfi Piece. 

jjut let him anfwer thefe plain Queftions ; if the Stoics 

might 
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'*« ckioh of it divefted of Fable ^ than that whkb 
^* n»as taught to the People */' Htfal/tfies the 

Doitrine 

» Mr. Jacl/on's Defence, p. 8; 9. 

^ight affign the Soul a feparate*£xi{lence in the prefent State, 
** and not in the future ; why might not Qther Philofophers do the 
fame ? If the Ztqics did ilot hold a feparate and diilind £x* 
iilence in this Life j how does it appear that the other Philo* 
fophers did hold one ? 

Again: " What, (fays Mr. J,) if their mctaphyiical No- 
^* tion of the Soul was not right or ftridly Philofopbical, Ss'c*** 
pi gp. Ay/ To fay I ; what then ? This concerns neither hini 
nor me : Tho- he feeros to think otherwife. But his chief 
Object in difpating is againfl tvuhom, not againft vokaf, he an^ 
fwers. Otherwife he would have known, that both Mr. W, 
and I charged the .Philofophers with this Opinion, not as it 
viz&ab/urdiBrunphiiofophicai, but ^s it deft royid a future State, 
I charge it upon them, that their Do^rine of the Refufion 
was aSually inconfiftent with all perfonal and diilin^t Subiift- 
(Bnce ; and what is more, that they themfelves affert and con- 
tend for this very Inconfiftency. * Antoninus fpeaking of Death 
fays, '* You have hitherto exifted as a Part (or have had a 
'^ particular Subfiflence) you will afterwards be abforbed and 
f loft in the Subftance, that produced y^u.** To which one 
may add feveral other PaiTages produced in the fifth Chapter. 

*' I gave Mr. iV, a Caution, fays he, both of the Fallacy 
^* and Danger of drawing Confequences (whether right or 
** mtrong) from Men's fpeculative Opinions, fa^r ." p. 69. I 
CAUTIONED HIM (fays he)-— Satis pro imperio I This Man's 
f]aution is to pais fpr aLaw; which whoever contemns is 
fnre to be befpattered with his Billingfgate. Like the Mad- 
^ man in Don^ixote to his Adverfary, *M am Neptune^ the 
** God of the Seas, fays he, and if you dra^tv Confequences^ 
i* t^bt or varongt againft my Sovereignty y I will deluge the 
f ' whole Town.^'— -And fo pifs'd in his pace for a Sample. 
But that Caution, he gives ^his Adverfary he would not takt 
jiimfelf. For afmall Degree of Attention would have (hewa 
nim, that his Adverfary had charged no Confequences on the 
pld Philofophers, bat what they themlekes maintain in very 
. dired and exprds Terms. Of which, this the very Cafe of 
the Rifufion^ on which the whole Ar-gument turns is a con-^ 
vincing Proof. 

As to the Soups being a Part of God, I did not touch upo^ 
lyhat the Stoics though^ of it^ ib ihis Chapier, taking it for 

granted 
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Doftrine of the Divine Legation -, which feys, 
that the Legijlators 1 km qui the 'Truth of this 

DoSlrinc 

granted that no Body would be hardy enough to afTert theif 
* ' Orthodoxy, or maintain that they did not hold it. However, 

as Mr. y. in the Rage of Difpotation, has pawn'd his Credit 
for them on this Head ; arid taken upon himfelf to clear them 
^ from fo impious and abfard a Notion ; I muft beg leave to offer 

a few Hemarks on this Head. 

It may not be improper to premife that 'the States were far 
more gro(s in their Conceptions of God and the Soul, than fe- 
yeral of the other Se^s : Some of which held four Elements 
©f the material World, oat of which all Things were fuppof- 
ed to draw their Being ; but then they added to thefe a fifth 
EJfence or Nature, intirely feparate and diftindl from them. 
And which was thought only to belong to God and the Soul. 
With regard now to this fifth EfTence, the Stoics were for 
more grofs than many of the old Philofophers, as they thought 
I it to be only Fire. 

Cum autem quaereretur res admodum difficilis, num quinta 
qusedum nacura videretur e{^, tx qua r^th & inte/iigentr^ 
9rirentur, in quo etiam de animis, cujus generis effent, quae- 
rerctur, Zeno id ^ixit ejfeismem. Cicero de Fin^. 1. ii. 

2. Another thing aflerted by the Stoics was, ** That no- 

** thmg could be made or formed out of nothing." Thi^ 

Maxim they underftood in the grofs Epicurean Senie. They 

held, in Confequence of this Principle, that all Beings muft be 

• formed oat of Materials that exifted before. They fuppofed 

that even the Deity could not make any thing out of nothing, 
or create in the ftrlft and proper Senfe of this Word ; and 
, therefore they afligned him Materials out of which Beings were 

to be made. The great Cudworth, fond as he was or vindK 
eating the Credit of the old Philofophers on this very Pointy 
allows that this was the Doftrine of the Stoics'; exprefsly af- 
firms that, OB their Principles, ** nothing was nor could be 
** made by God, other wife, than out of fomething fre-exifting^ 
•* as a Carpentef makes a Houfe; or a Weaver a Piece of 
•* Cloth." p. 740. 
.:'*>« 3 . Let us now fee what they thought concerning the Soul 

;• and God. On their Syftem the Univerfc or the World was 

' fuppofed to be God. This World or God was indeed confi* 

cler*d as an Animal, compounded of Soul and Body. The 
Soul was fuppofed to pervade and actuate all other Subftances \ 
end thefe other Subilances or the feveral Syilems of Matter 
ivcre believed (o iKmiflitttte and form tlie Body pf God. I 

ncc4 
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DoSirine in tbeMyft^i^^i not that tbey LEARNlsdr 
it there. But I fliall concern myfelf only witb 

the 

need not go about to prove this, a? Mr. J, himielf feems t<h • 

aUow iu ** The general Notion of the Stoics was» that God 

'* was the Mind or Soul which was diffas'd thro^ and adluaced; 

V all Things ; as they fuppoied the Soul aisled in the whole 

'* httman Body, fo they -thought the World was,, as k were^ 

•? the Body of whiph God was the Soul." p, 67, 

Cicero y fpeaking of Chryfippus, fays. Ait vim divinam iit' 
ratione eife pofitam, & univerfas naturs animo, atque mence :; 
ipfumque mundum deum dicit ejfe^ t£ ejus animi fufionem iini'. 
*v0r/am, De N, D^ Li. Upon which the learned Bayle ob-». 
ferves : On voit dans le Paflage de Ciceron que j'ai raporce an 
galimatias incompreh^nfible, & un caos plus coofus que celui 
des poetes *. mais on ne laiiTe pas d*y voir clairement que ieloti 
Chryfippe, Dieu etoit fame du mondiy t^ que le monde emt 
r^xtenfion univerfdU de cette ame La. confequence neceiEiire ^ 

& inevitable de cela eil que fame de Phomme eft une portion da" 
Dieu, &c. Di^ioft. Chrysippus. Rem, H. l>et m^ then aik*. 
on this Suppoiition was npt every Man and Animal, every Stock 
and Stone, as truly and properly a Part of God, as on th& 
Notion and Hypothecs of Spj/ioxa himfelf ? How was it in- 
deed poiSble (hat there ihould be any thing in this Ca/e which 
was not really and actually a P^t of God } But after all, what 
an extravagant, fenfelefs» and grois Notion of the Divinity is 
this I It is indeed fo extravagant and abfurd, that the greateA- 
Admirers of this Se£t do fometimes fpeak of it with a proper 
Severit)ft and Warmth. Caeterum Stoici ita.univerfum. hoc- 
Deum permeare, ut numen cum mundo unum rnOKBiME^ 
^ON conilitaeret ; quod eft a pittaie Chriftifinaque difciplina 
' alienum . Gataket in Mar, Anton, 1. iv. 40. De erroneo Stoi- 
corum dogmate, quod Deum & mundum animalis inftar anima 
& corpore confi6U» in idem coale/cere totum prodidit, alibi eft 

dictum.- And in another Place having defcribed this very 

po£irine of tht Stoics ^ the learned Writer adds, naeillierro- 
xem errabant re£bs ration! nimium quantum abfimilem. Ua- 
^ier in Anton. 1. iv* .39, 21. 

4. In the foregoing Sheets we have ^id much of the Shical 
Innovations i it has been (hewn that Gods, Men, and all 
9ther Sttbftances were to be refolved into the Anima Mundi or> 
fupreme God of this Se£i, either before or at the general Con« . * 

flagratipn; and that they were to ifTue and flow from him 
again at the general Reiloration^ I would a(k. then, were not 
(be Souls of Men fuppofed to be fo many Pares of God after 

ihci^ 
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the'laft Words. Therefore pray, Sir, where ^ 
your Authorities to. prove this very extraordinary 

Fad? 

their Rifiifim^ or the tine when they were diflolved ioto 
him ? Mud they not therefore be To many Parts of him when 
they iflue and flow from him ? ^ 

' But, fays Mr. J, the^Sonlsof Men were ibiuied from the 
Body of God, and not from hit Soul. P. Sj. ** God made or 
** formed all things, as he wiH'd, out of .this his Body ; ha- 
*f man Souls were formed from the /iry Element.*' So hr 
then, tho' very unwillingly, we have brought him, that, ac- 
cording to the Principles of the S/oics, the Souls of Men 
were taken from the divine Subftance ; the only Quedion is, 
whether they were taken from the Soul or the Body of God $ 
and the following Paflages do, I think, neceflarily confine 
us to the firft' Diogems Laertius^ explaining the Do^rine of 
the Sioks, fays, Tm^h (\vj(yi^) tav oXcJy, a^Odt^ot, d? MEPH 
EINAl Ta? w Tojf ^voK, 1. vii. J 1 56. Tur ^XV ^ oXs TS z^fUjl 

^tfixM, m MEPOS |EMTf%ov1aK DjEMf i)/f;;(t^o^at, Hermias in Irrif. 
Fhilof. He there gives this as the DoArine of Chanthis, 

5. *' There iBonly one Son/, fays Anteninus^ dMdedzmoVi^^ 
** all irrational Animak; one intelle^ual Soul is dMdeJ 
" amongft all reafonable Beings.* As one Earth is comnion to 
** all terreftrial Beings ,* as we all fee by the fame Light, and - 
* breathe one and the fame Air." ix. 8. Again, ^^ There it 

only one common Light of the*Sun, tho' it be intercepted 

by Walls, Mountains, and a Thoufand other ObjeAs. 

There is but one common Snbftance, tho* feparated and- 
*^ divided into an infinite Number of Bodies. Ther^ is but 
** one Soul, tho' dhnded into feveral particular Natures. 
*f There is but §ne <K>mmon intellectual Soul, though it feem 
** to be dMdedy 1. xii. 30. Why does he talk of this feeming 
or real Diinfion^ but to fumifli and fupply Souls to the feveral 
Individuals ? And does not this Difurfiin imply that thefe feve* 
ral Souls muft be the very particular and individual Par^ of 
tht Attima Mundi^ or Godhimi^i^ 

VeJJius underftood this Do^ne of the Stoics in the very 
Senfe I have here given. Eadem flluftremus Stoicorom pla- 
citis ; quibus nature eft ingens animal, utroqoe fani prseditum. 
Frius igitur docebo, Stoicis hunc mundum five rerum naturam 
efie animal divinuro, conflans mente divina, & corpore mxxtiri 
dano : cujus fingulse etiam partes Dii vel Dei membra forcDt, 

quia divina ilia mens partes fingulas permearet. Itaque ani. 

mas etiam humanas, non pecndum modo^ putabant e|fe illios 

animss 
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Fafl; ? You da incjeed pronovmise ♦* that tte 
** DQ^rim af another Life^ as deliviP^d in th^ 

" Myjierics^ 

gia Gentilit y. 724. 

6. It will, I fuppofe, be no PiDcredit tp the Notipii I have. 
Weexplainedy that fcveral Writers of the firft Name have 
given this as the r^l Sentiment and Principle of the ofd Stokf. 
Sap^r animal ftata nvemini v^ftr^Q quapftiunojlae : Utrum lapfa 
de ceelo f)t, ut Pythagoras phiiofophus, Platonici, $c pf}g^e$ 
putant ; aii a propria Dei Juhfiantia^ ut Btoki\ Manichasusif ^ 
Hifpaniae Prifcilliani haerefes fofpicantur. Jerom Epifi. l^xxii. 
A learned Writer of oar owii fpeaks to the fame Purpofe. 
Aiunt enim ilU res omoes, fuo mo^o^ p^rtidp^re Peum, ant'* 
mafque nodras naminoHm effe MOplA $««} ^xx\ AHO^IIaXMA- 
TA. Und'e Seneca de animo, ^id efi dutem cur non e^clfiimet, 
ht eo di'vint aiiqmd exiftere, qui Dei pars efi? Archaologia Phi^ 
le/opbic^e c. vii.. But the following Authorities will probably 
be thought Jecifive.;£t jam vides Stoicis undejtt mima : e C9sle> 
a Deo> ipjam Deum, EMfa ^ 'uapjn funt .-.Lipfitus de Phjif. Stoic. 
t. iii! c 8. Antoninus fometimes calls the Soul a Daemon, ai^ 
Emanation and Difcerption from the Deity. Upon this Ca- 
fmhm remarks, " That by that Word Anionmus doth intend 
a Deity, he hhnfelf doth fuffici^ly ^le^r, no( QnJy. ^hen 
he calls ^Tro^^otay and avooTro^^rtoy Ttf $c8, but by oihf^r 
Paffages, where he plainly fays of it, that it is God.'" 
Lii. 8. The learned Dr. 5/tf«>&<^^f fays, ** The Faults which 
are j^y tp \s^ ioms^^ with ^i<iics are, tb^ believing a MuU 
titude of Go4s i udphing that tkf S§ul ^as a Fart af tb§ 
*f Di'vinityJ' Frf/^ff IP ^tmnus. 

. Ani|Q^nt ^itcini fptfitP9 portiiwoikm, ejufdAmque piorfus 
R3lW9t amyi|i»b%t)( $tmcii taiu|«am Deusipfi^ t p^rttbas dU 
yfif^^ cqn^^l^ P94^(> I4II in plum diuidi fuftineret ens omniuiii 
perfe£iiflkAveir P/^r iff An$9nin» ti. 1. Ag^in: Vcrentea 
interinif ^ (pbftirngvit^r factaxjuus, fi mentem noftram ut^ 
cunqu^ pFp^S^StiAmftwdiiriiis meotk «liUiviuin» ant portiun- 
culam, fimilem ufquequaque, & ejufdem Suhftanti^ fum ^/^ 
ids dixerimus, l.iv. 4. The Cafe, tp fui^ it up in a ^ord, 
was tiiis, fonae of the Fhitofop^iers held tnvo Subftanpes in Na- 
ture ^ fome but «nf. ^ Of rhofe ivho held only £>;?f, *viz. Mdt^ 
t4r there can be no Difpate in the p|;e.fent Queftion. I'hof* 
who held /<uw, <viv^ Matter and Spirit, gave th? human .^^jt/ to- 
the Soui of God, not to the Body. And will now Mr. y. con^ 
team all this as (light and trivial ? Will he infid that Men of 
the firft Name in the learned World knew nothing of the Phi/a- 
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j^ ofGrtiCi or Itafy f Or will he charge them with Preju- 
dice and Partiality in the Cafe? But, unluckily, all their 
Prejudice muft lie on the other Side of the Queftion. They 
were, we know, zealous Advocates for the dd Shia^ tvet 
ready toqualify and foften whatever in their Syflem was moil 
fubjed to Exception. What therefore but the Notoriety of the 
Faa, and the plain Teftimony of all Hiftory, could oblige them 
to allow and afiert.a Truth, which, in their own Opinion, 
refiedb To much Sha^ie and Difcredit on their favourite Se£k f 

*» In Phaedope. 

^ Diogenes Laertius, 1. vi. , lAuov(H9ei rort ta O^ma, tov 

" Our Critic (lays Mr. y .) vainly alledges that the Words 
** of Zeno (Sedes piorum ab impiis efTe difcretas ; illos quidem 
*' quietas acdeledabiles incolereregionesj hos veroluere p^r 
** nas in tenebrofis locis at que in cceni tvoraginibui horrendis) 

** rtlatt 
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** Mffteries^ was divefted of all Fable/* Buty^ 
Sir, the Confidence of your Aflertion witt nor 
fupply the Modefty of your Evidence, which is 
lilent upon this Head. Why did you conceal from 
your Reader, that the Divine Legation tells us 
th^t the Ancients have given a very different Ac- 
count of this Matter ? Or have you really forgot 
it 5 Give me leave then to refrefh your Memory.^ 
Plato^ fpeaking of thofe who eftablilhed the 
Myfteries, declares ** that they were excellent 
Perfons, — that they there taught that all who 
died before Initiation, ^would defcend into the 
•* infernal Regions^ and there be condemned to 
** grovel in Filth and Mire. But that all who 
•' had been initiated, would, upon their Arrival 
^* at the fame Place, be tranllated to .(he Habi- 
«* tations of the Gods ^•• 

When Antifthenes was innitiated, the Prieft j| 

told him " that all who were^ admitted to the 
Myfteries, would be intitled to great Hap- 
pjnels in the infernal Regions ^.** Thus, Sir, 

in 
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ila*direfl; ContradiAion to what you 'nialntah?^ 
feme of tht beft Writers of Antiquity ^flure us, 
that the Do(5h"ine of another Life vtzs dGliverecl 
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relate to -the popular Account 0/ a future State. What1 be- 
cau'fe tliere is a figurative Bxpreffioti in the latter I'art of 
them, fomething like the Scripture Phrafe of ^'Atg^ cafi Wa 
©a/^r Darknefs, ^r. could not he fee that Z«fff fpake^the^ 
LawgififgeTrfxrae initiated into the Myitericfi ? w4i««4iire 
Punilhments were 'fcenically reprefentcd by Darkne/s^ wal- 
lowing in Mire, and other Emblems of Terror ; as Happi* 
nek was % LMt^ and fenfible De)ighes and Entevt^u^ 
ments. Bot do^t follow from hence, that the Dodlrines 
of the Myilcrife W^ere exoUric and n)uigaf Notibns bnly, 
^' contrary to4^e Ddlignof them ? And that Nten .^rc ^here 
** taught to dilbeiietc a future StSite V\ Farther Defence^ 
44, 5. Our Author infifts that tlie vulgar No^on bf a aiture 
^ate was not taught in tbeMy^rfds. But ^why iMk £bis he 
make no Reply \o whsit PJai9^zfid4)J^nes Laetiiuit have ad- 
vanced on this Point ? There can furely be as little Gccafion, 
Us there would be Dii&culty, to defend thefe two learned An* 
cients ^ainft fach a Writer as Mr. y. However, as hefe not 
convinced by the Authority of thefe two Writers, I to«ft re- 
fer him for his further Satisfeftion to this Paflkge oF hii bwn. 
Thefe tvM) Ifoture States werealforeptrtfenreddigQnttivdy 
ftnd'exoterfca/fyi the one by Ite^ns of Light, ^nd delight- 
ful Entertainments of the Senfes ; and t-he other by Scen^ 
oT tlorror andDarknefs, wallowing in the "Mite.'y awS being 
terrify*d^tvitii difmal Sights, and lorment^i ih FIftmes of 
-Firfe.'*' (Defence, p. 8.) But what then was the public and 
exoteric Doftrine? Why, according to Mr J. it taueht that 
the Wicked were to waHow in Filth and Mire. And is not 
this th'e very Language of Z^w^ And dods not^^Mr. J, MM. 
fdf fay it was the very Language df t>e IVIyltefto* •* wkttft 
••' ftiture Pimifhments were fcenically rept^fenida l>y-£)b»k:»^, 
"^^ wallowing in the Mire, and ofrher ©mfeteitts of Twrdr ?*' 
AVid does he not contend that this was thie Lati^g^^ ^ 
Wytteri^ss t Why then is he angry with nie Idr ^yifig'tllte 
femethirig? Dr is thtOcntlemah lb ve^y clipiriods; -diftt, m-' 
*^tber than agtcewitft me, 'he will eVch ^ua¥rtfi M«h htHrtftK? 
Bat this will always be the 'Cafe whfeA a Mati'fkftfe "d^bt ife 
^oes trcft tntd^fftand ; as he h^re, who 'pretends t»'»3k ^ 'tka 
f^fleries after Mr. W. Tire ground of hfe 'Miftwftoif sMx 
"Which hfe fo fbattgcly emBatraffefe hittrfitf afnd itlf«lts*ie, 4$ 
this : He takes-it ibr'gramred, -thtft t)ie»Nt)clMi<3C% f^ife^oie 

O taught 
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'in the Myfteries in 'the moft popular and grofs 
Senfe \ they were fo far from refining on the com- 
mon Ideas, that they give us thofe very Ideas as 

' the whole of the Matter, The Reader will make 
a proper Refleftion on a Fafl: thus roundly affert- 

* ed, contrary to the clear and exprefs Evidence 
of the Ancients themfelves. 



C H A R X. 

That the Refinements of the Pbilofophers on 
the common Notion of a future State ^ went 
much farther than the learned Writer ima^ 
gines.' The Metempfychofs of Py thago^ 
ras explained^ andjhewn to be deJlruSiive of 
all future Rewards and Punijhments. 



cc 
cc 



OUppofing, fays this learned Man *, that 



the Pbilofophers, in their Explanations, 
refined upon this Doftrine, which was both' 
rcafonable in itfelf, and taught in the Myfte- 
ries by Priefts who were alfo Philofophcrs, 
** ^would any Writer but this Author draw fuch 
-*' a w^ak and abfurd inference, as that they nei- 

« thcr 

* Defence, P* 9- 

taught in the M^fieries, moft of courfe be concealed from 
and unknown to the People. But here, I apprehend,, he had 
forgot the Diflindion between the greater and lefs Myfleries. 
The firft did indeed contain a grand Secret, which was not to 
be revealed to the People ^ but then this was the Unity o/Godp 
and not the Dodrine of a future State. As to the Notion of a * 

futnre State, it was indeed taught in the Myfbries « but then 
it was taught to all the initiated without DiftindUon. It never 
was foppofed to be the main Secret of the greater Myfteries; 
it was indeed taught indifferently to a// who were initiated, ia 
the lijffer^ as well as the greater Myilery; it was only 
one of thq Foundations which was to open and prepare 
the Way for tbi grand Secret F^^ As then this Nouou 
. ; ' was 
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.^^therdid nor could believe it?'i What is thtt 
P * • Refinement here meant? Whyjf that they had 
• ftript the Doftrine of another Life of the com- 

mon Fables of Styx^ Acheron^ and Cotytus, In 
this Cafe, fays Mr. Jackfon^ '^ would any Wri- 
" ter but fudh an Author, draw fuch a weak 
*' and abfurd Inference/* £5?^. Why, yes. Sir; 
the fame Inference has been drawn by other Wri- 
ters. I have fhewn as plainly as Words and Fa£l 
Can do it, that the Inf^rence^ with refpeft to fu-» 
, ture Punifliments, was made by Cicerb and Ovid^ 
Seneca and 'EpiSleiui j and will yoii prove frofn 
Reafon that it could not be made ? Or will you 
infuUingly tell us, that none buf futb^ jiuthors 
tould have macje it? It is indeed happy for Mrl 
IVarhiirton that fo many learned Ancients miift 
incur your Cenfure .before it reaches him, or he 
had been in a fad Pickle. However it muft needs 
be a Refledion on his Wit^ if not on his Jad^- 
rtlent, and a Proof of his Dullnefs^ if not of his 
Ignorance, that he reprefents ancient Fafts juft as 
he finds them, without one Dram of /^'y^w/zW, 
^ or fyftematical Imbelifhment. 

But as the learned Gentleman talks of Refine-- 
tnents^ I will beg leave to give another In ftance,^ 
which, in* my Opinioriy bears hard upon the No- 

was imparted to all in ihtlejfer as well as the greater Mjrfte- 
Hes; ic would b^ as contrary to Reafon, as I have fhewn it td 
' ht td Hiftory, to fappofe tbat it was a private and {ieaet Doc« 
trine -, and that Men were there taught to dijbelie've a future 
State. Would not any one now conclude, that, according to 
the. Argument of .the D:L. *' Men were taught to dt/Btlii*ve 
•<- a future State in the Myfteries ? " So far from it, that that 
Argument fupppf?s the very contrary. But what then ? Is a»' 
'J^we'rerhy frofeffion to be debarred of his Privileges ? One 
of which is; that when you- give him an Argument" that he* 
cahno; anfwer^ he may retiirn you.another that lie can r- and. 
face ycfu down that 'tis your own; joftas he received it; '' ' 

O 2 tion 
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tion he IS here qpaintainiag : 1 mean the phjftc^l 
and fiatural Metem-pfychofis -, this excludes all * / 
moral Purpofe and Defign, aH future Rewards 
and Puniihments, in the ftrift and proper Mean- 
ing of thofe Terms. The tommon and popular • 
Opinion was, that the Soul p after its Departure 
from the prejint^ would facgeflively pafs into 
i)tb€r^ Bodie's ; 'this Migration was purely morale 
it ^ was confidered as a State of future Re^ribu- ! 
tion. " The Coward was to be thruft ignomi- . ^ . 
^* nioufly into tlie Body of a Woman ^ the Mur- 
*' dcrer imprifcfned within the Fur of a Savage ; 
^^ the lafciviovs condemned to animate a Boar or 
•* iSow," And this, as Tm^eus lays, aron maKplci^^ 
Tfy w(^ of Pumfhments ifor the Demerit of their 
preceding Lives *^. But then this nwral Purpofe 
and Defign was diftinguifbed and explained away 
in the fecret Doftrine en this Subjea:, A Me* 
tempfychofis was ^uglit whicli could not be con- 
fidered in this Light. 'Jirjii'?^/?^, fpeaking of fome 
old P'hilofophers, fays, " They onlyattenipt to 
*' explain the Nature of the Soul, but ftate^nd 
** define nothing with regard to the Bgdy^ iii * 
•* which it is tp be lodged* as if it was pdflft)le, 
*' according to the Fables of Pythagoras, that 
** Souls ihould pafs indifferently into all kind olf * 
*' Bodies, or that€very Soul might dcfcend into 
♦* eveiy Body without I>yiinSlion^y Kow is 
not this di^fedbly concrary xo the Notion <giveQ us ' 

^ Divine Legation; vol. i. p. 377. 
^ The whole Plafiage from Tim»ust[\&y be feen 'Div*leg. 
vol.i. p. 377, 8. 

(tiivov crmf/mro^ etidiv sn v^oahopi^ova-tv, 12£tl£T ENAEXOME- 
VOtS KATATOT2ni©ArOPlKOT2MT©OTX, THN TTXblT. 
£AN ^raCBM JaJ£ TQ XXXON £NAT£SeAI SilMA. De ani* 
xna, 1. iii« 

by 



hy Tim^us ? Accordyig ft nioi, the Soul was to 
mft into other Bodies noti. Ko^aciv^ by wuy of* 
runijhment : And, for this Purpofe, proper and 
peculiar Bodies were affigqed it, fuch as were beft 
fi^ited to piinifli and tofture the Soul itfclf j tut, 
according to this other Account of the Pythago^ 
tic Doftnne,^ Soul's werq to pafs into all' Bodies ' 
witfepuc DifUnfiion \ every Soul might pals into 
every Body. * 

Diogenes Laertius confirms the fame. In his 
Life etJ^tiagoras he trih U5, " Tltot h«: Wre- 
^^ pcK'ted to ht the firft whotaugbt the: Migration * 
^' of the Soul;, ivom one Bbdy to another by $ 
** PJby/ifal Ne^e^fy-^.^* Aad to the faaie Pwpo{^ 
Servius Ipeaks of a Tranfmigratioov whiqh w^^ 
fuppofed to be BfKute only proper Fatl NeceJ^Or 
tern ^. Seneca, fpeaking of this Notj^ of P^ 
tbagoras, feems to fupp6£b the Migration, of the 
SduI to be as purely fhjjjfical and mceffary, 4S ihf 
Motion of the heavenly Bodies. Non credit 
kqutr, animas ii> alia corpora atquue alia defcjEibi \ 
et migratienem efie quam ddcimus eiSb aiOTt^^ } . 
Non cred'isi in his Pecudibias: fcrifve aut aqqa. x&^ 
fi^ittum quondafD homiaisanimuna ay>|sari? Not) 
credis nihil pepir(^ in hoc mundo, fed nmcarQ rer 
gionem ? Nee Uintun^ calefiia per certm cirmiUA 
^rPi, fidaninMiia quQ^ueper vices ire, ^ mimp^ 
per erhm agf. (Ep. 109.) Does be not ^pM th^ 
&veml Revotetbns of the Soul on the mm Foot 
with thofe of the heavenly Btidies? And w^ 
not the Motion of the laft fuppofed to be purely 
natural? 

I will clofe this Head with thofe famous Unes 
of Ovid^ 

i Divine lfig9fiimj^ voV i.9. j%. 

O 3 O Genus 
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O Genus attonitum ftolidae formidine mortis ! 
Quid Styga, quid tenebras, & nomina vana ti- 

metis, 
Materiemvatum, falfique perieula mundi ? 
Corpora five rogus flam ma, feu tabe vetuftas 
' ; Abftulerit, mala pofle pati non ulla putetis. 
Morte carcntanimae, fcmpcrque, priore relid^ 
Scde,* novis domibus vivunu habitantque re- 
ceptac '. 

Thefe Words are here given to Pytbegoras • 
himfeJi; it is certain that they contain his No- 
tion i and it is equally certain that the Tranfmi- 
gration here defcribcd was barely pbyfi^al and m* 
ceffary. This appears from the Purpofe for 
which thefe Verfes were introduced ; and that 
was Seriem evolvere Fati ^. 

idly. It is fo far from being confider'd in 4 | 

moral View, that it is diredtly oppofed to the 
common Dodrine of another Life. It will be 
to no Purpofe to reply, that it ftrikes only at the 
poetical and fabulous Accounts of future Punifli* 
ments : If it deftroys thefe, we have proved that 
it muft, of courfe, deftroy all futyre Punilhments 
whatfoever. Befides, it was the Purpofe of Py-, 
ihagoraSj in thefe Lines, to prove that Death was 
no Evil; and to do this, he muft neceffarily • 
prove, that Death is not attended with any future 
Punilhments whatfoeven If therefore his Argu- 
ment does not exclude all poffible Punifhments, 

* 

6 Metamorph. 1. xv. 

h --,;, — Juvat ire pc^ alta 
Aftra ; juvat, terris & irierti (cdt reliftis, 
Nube vehi ; validique humeris infiftere Atlantis: 
Faiantdque animos pa&m, ac rationis egentes 
Pefpe^are procul, trepidofque obitumque timentes 
Sicexhortari; SERiEMquB evolvere Fati.^ • 

And t|i^n fgl/ow ^ Im^ I Jiave jaU qupted, 

as 
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as well as thofc of the infernal Regions^ it does, 
not come up to the Point for "which it is pro^ 
duced. 

We fc;e then, the RefinemenU of the Philolb- 
phets went much farther than the learned Wri- 
ter feems willing to allow j they w^nt indeed ib 
far as to dcftrpy the proper Notion of a future 
State. 

\ As to the School of PythagoraSy^ our Author 
allures us, '* That it prodaced the moft eminent 
** Phjlofophers of Greece and Italy V More 
Shame for. him then, who left their Eminencies 
in the Lurch, when a Charge of fo heavy a Na- 
ture was brought againfl them. But though he 
has npt offered one Syllable in theii;' Behalf, yet. 
he boafts of his- having confuted all I advanced 

^ againft them. But he has been fo long ufed to 
this Sort of Language, that it comes in as natu- 
rally and neceflarily, at the End of his Pam- 
phlets, as the Word Finis j and with as little 
Truth or Meaning : For, as he never could con-* 

fute his Adverfary 5 fo he never would, tnake^ an 
End with him. • 

Let us now go to the double Doctrine. 
Whether the Philofophers did aftually praftife it, 
Mr. Jackfon may, if he pleafe^, difpute : But 
after what has been faid of their Notions concern- 

• 

ing the human Soul, it will hardly be denied but 
that they really wanted it. For we fee that tbey 
held Principles, which would have been very 
dangerous . and hurtful to Sacictyy if they had 
been publifli'd and divulged to the World at- 
large. We know too from their own Profeflion^^,* 
from their great Regard and Tendernefs for the 
Interefts of Society, that they never would impart 
thefe Notions to the Vulgar. When therefore 
they were obliged to.fpeak on thefe Points, what 

O 4 . ' was 
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was left for them, but to profefs om things wkih 
thy believed another ? 

And,, oa the other Side, if they adtually feid 
one ^hirfg when they thought aaother; it they 
pcaaiftd the dtml^k poiSrine in that Extent, in? 
which it is charged upcm them by the Author oi 
the Divrne- Legation^ we may be certain that they* 
entcrta^hed fome very hurtful and pernicious. Noi. 
tions. Why elfe were they fo (tudious cd> cover 
and conceal them froni the Body of the People ? 



CHAP. XL 

$di*. JgickfonV Notion of the Double IXoStrine 
. e^i^irid^r-y-^r-^His Ohje^iom to the Diivim 
: Legation, m this Pointy e^plaimd ofui 
counted. 

LE T us fipft examine what Mr, Jackfim^s No« 
tioA ef the double Dodkripe is ; and Here ht 
him be*heard in his own Words, <^ The Eikch 
'^ terfc ^d Efortic Philofophy had only. a Refe- 
^ fence to the Difference of the vulgar and 
** political from the phibfophical Nations, pf the 
•* future State, and not. at all to the Reality and 
*' Belief of it, which was always h^Jieved ia 
*1 different ways of Explication by the I^arived 
"? and Unlear-ned \ by the Poets auwi Philcrfbn 
^ phers, as well as by the common Pcopk,'* 

^93- 

Having f^ that the Phibibphers taught thOi 

common and f^buloufr Dotftrine of a future Slate*. 

he adds, « As they themfelves had more ratmo^ 

" Notions concerning ^ future State, thcytaugbft 

/< their Piiciples a diSerent Po^^ine about the 

^ Soul, 
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t • ' ^* Sk>ul, and thQ Happinefe and Mifery of tbc • 

'* ijt'ate after 'Ot^xK This was called the elbteric 

• ♦ "or fqcret DoftrinQ^ in Diftin^ipn to thp exow- § . 

*•' ric» Qr public and vulgar Opinion,"' p, 71. , 
f " They taught tbg^ the human Soul wascon- 

• • ^' genial with the Soul gf the World; and thax 

'♦ th^ HappineX? q( it aftey Death cpnflfted in 
** its. Return to and intimate Union with God^ 
V frqm whonrj it was derived ; on the other hand 
*' that the Miferyof itconfifted in being ejfclud- 
^' ed from the UoioP ^ith God,' and having hq ^ 
" Coaimunication with him/* He exprefle^ 
binjfclf to the fam^ Purpofe^ p, 89, go. ancj 
tells us, " That after Death the Wicked and 
^* Ungodly were to . be for ever mifcrable, by 
*' being feparatcd and alienated from the bleffed 

• ^' Communion and FellQwfhip of the immortal 
^' Gods/' 

In his fecond Piece he tells usj^ *^ That the * * 
" SquI§ of virtuous Merx were to refide in fom^ 
^' luuxinoua Orb, were to enjoy the Society of 
'* celeftia! feeings •, were to be united with and 
•* l^ave Communion with Qod % wi^re to be bleP 
** fed with the beatific; Vifion qf the divine Per- , . , • 

*^ feftion$. That the Souk of wicked and un- 
" godly Men after Death were banifhed fron^ 
** thjc Communion both of God and all holy Per* 
*^* fojas \ were afloqiated with evil D^mons^ ancJ 
** cpndiemned to a. State of Mifery and Punifh* 
^' Oient Thefc were the Doftrine^ CQncernin,|f 
*' God and the Soul, which were taught- in thQ 

' *' Myfteries, and were th^ elbteric Dodrine* of 
** *e old Phtlofopbers/' p. t 
■ In the two laft Paflagea the learned Writer 
undertakes to give us the fecret or efoteric Doc- 't 

trine with regard to fiitive PuniflwiK»t5i > " The .. • 
♦* Wicked, it fcems, were to be banifhed from 

" the • \ 
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*^ the Society and Aflembly of fhe Gods." .This 
was, according to him, the Subftance of that 
Do<f|trirfe. But does he then think that this Ex- ♦' 

clufion. from the Seats and Affemblies of the 
.Gods was a fecret and hidden Notion ? Ciceroy 
Ipeaking of the rude and barbarous Inhabitants ' * 

of Italy J fays, *^ They did not look upon Death 
** as a State of Non-exiftence, they confidered it 
** only as a Change of one Life for, another. 
They thought that Perfons of great and An- 
gular Accomplifliments would be raifed and 
exalted into Heaven, while all the reft were 
*' fixed and confined to thefe lower Regions. We 
** are here told, that the Bulk of Mankind was? 
** to be baniflied froni Heaven %'* and excluded 
from the Society and Aflembly of the Gods. 
We are told too that this was the general and 
l"eceived Notion of the old Inhabitants of Italy. 
Was then this barbarous and illiterate People ac- 
tually poflefled of this Opinion ? If fo, the In- 
ference is certain, that this was a popular and 
exoteric, not sl private and fecret Dodtrzne. 

But what is Itill worfe, this will, when exa- 
mined, be found to be no Doftrine of future Pu- 
nilhments at all. We are told in the Paflage juft 
recited, that all but Men of great and eminent 
Endowments, were to be excluded from the Af- 
fembly of the Gods. And if fo, the Body of 
good Men muft be excluded too. . Now what 
plainer Proof can .there be that this was not con- 
(idered as a State of Punifhment? For fiirely^ . 
fnofl: good "Men were not fentenced and con- , 
^emned to a State of future Punifhments pro- 
y. inifcuoufly with the wicked. 

... 

« Vid. the Paflage from Cicero, p. 44, 
, » ' - . iiily% 
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' , ^dl^. Another thing advanced in the laft Citi- 
tion, is, that the fecret Do£irines of thd Scbvah 
I of. Pbilofopby and Myfteries of RtlipoUy are one , 

i and the fame thing, I meet indeed with a very 

^ different Account of this matter in. the Divine Le- 

j gation. But different as that Account is, ^tis 

confirmed by what Mr. jackfon himfelf has, ia 
the Heat of Oppofidon, advanced on this Head. 
The.Myfteries, he tells us, taught ". that the 
*' Wicked and Ungodly fliould be for ever mife* 
V rable.'* But what fay the PhilofophersP.Did 
they too enibrace this Notion of eternal Punifb^* 
• fHent$ ? Cicero^ fpeaking of the Souls of the 
.Wicked, after their Departure from the Body, 
lays, Corporibus elapfi circum terram iplam vo* 
lutantur, nee hunc in locum [Coelum] ni(i multis 
• cxagitati feculis^ revertuntur •*. And Mr, Jack-- " 

fan himfelf fp^aks of tht' Stoics as believing that 
the Souls of good Men would exift till the general 
Conflagration^ htit that tbofe of the wicke% would 
'continue, only to a certain Period ^. 
* . He will therefore fuffer me, if not on Mr* 

Wafburtonh^ yt% on his own Authority, to di- 
ftinguifh between the hidden Doftrines of tho 
Schools of Philofophy, and thofe of the My- 
fteries of Religion. He himfelf tells us, that 
the Myftagogues taught the Eternity of future 
Punifliments. But did the Philofophers teach 
the fame ? I have proved by very clear and full • 
Authorities that they did not. 

So far on Mr. Jackfon*s own Notion ; on the 
Suppoficion that the hidden Doftrines of thCi 
Schools included the Belief of future Pijnifliments, 
In this very Cafe, the hidden Doftrines qf the 
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f Jhe Bflief of ^ fytur$ State^ Ac. p. 98. % 
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Schoob and die Myfterics of Religion, w<;^d be 
Tery feparate and diftind things; aa feparate and 
diftinft as the DoAnnes, which t^ch ttrnpor^l 
wd eternal Punifhments* 

I have often wondered that the karned Writer 
Aouki reprefent the Ancients as adually beHeving 
eternal Puniikments. If this was their firm and ! | 

real Perfuafion, the Dodlrine of tenf>porary Pu- 
nifhments muft be confidered as oierely political 
and civil. Now it is highly improbable, orincre^ 
dibJe rather, that this fhould be the Cafe. Mr. 
yackfon allows that the public Dodrine was con^ 
trtved for the Sake of the Populace ; that it was • 
cloathed with all thofe Terrors and Fi£lions, 
which were tnoft likely to ftrike their Imagina* 
tions. And what mpre efFe<5tual for this Porpofb, 
than th& eternal Duration of future Punifhments ? 
Can we conceive that they woirfd have ftript the^. 
popular IJoftrine' of this Circumftatioe, had they 
thought it to be flri^ty and really true ^ The 
learned Gentleman muft therefore pardon me, if 
I eannot agree with him, that they really and 

* aAuatly believed eternalj and yet preached up 
€m)y temf^ravy Punifliments. 

'^ily. Mr. Jaekfon himfdf fornifiies another 
unanfweTable Argument to prove, that' the fecrel 
Doftrines of' the JPhilofophqrs, and the Myftericsl 
ef Religion, were not one and the fame thing. 
The ef&terie Phihfipky^ according to him, taught 
a State of future Rewards and Punifhments ^ but 

' ^veiled of thofe Fables aod gftitious Circum^ 
ftances with which this DoArine was delivered ta 
the People. Did it fo }- Why the-n we may be 
certain it did not teach the &me Notion of ano- 
ther Life with the Myfteries. For will any one 
fay that the Notion of another Life, as delivered 
in the Myfteries, Was ftript of thtfc Fables } Mr. 

Jackfon 
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Jackfrn has indeed faid it. But then h^ oppofts 
Ills own Authority to the Tcftimonies of rlaP» 
and Diogents. Laertius. ^ And what. Adver&ry 
rould wifh him in 'a worfe Cafe ? 

Afld here it may not be unpleafant to ob^etr^, 
tK)w the Scene is now changed. The learned 
Writer tells us, that the external Vo^t'iM tau^ 
future Rewards and Puniflwnents in the moft^*- 
pular and grofs Senfe. This is, it feems, the 
diftinguifhing Mark and Character of that Doc«- 
trine. But has it not b^cn flicwh that the ^fyfte^ 
ries taught another Life^ after the very fame 
Manner? It will therefore unavoidably follow 
from his own Defcfiption of the popular or ex- 
ternal Doftrine, that this was the very Do6lfinc 
of the Myfterics. • 

What then, after all, has this formidable 
Writer proved ? What mighty Feats or Wonders 
has he wrought, to juftify fo much Haughtine& 
aftd Contempt? As for his own Hypothefis, 
thfere is rtothiiig in Antiquity^ Reafen^ or the Na^ 
ture 'of things to. countenance and uphold it. 
With regard to Antiquity^ it is not only unfup- 
ported by proper Evidence, but contrary to the 
plain and direft Teftimony of Cicero himfelf : 
Mr. Jackfon gives us that for a ficret^ which 
Cicero plainly (hews to have been a public and 
efxternal Doftrine. And what is more unlucky 
fWil, this, when examined, proves to have been 
m Doftrme of future Punifhments. Nor is his 
Hypothefis grounded on ProbabiHty of Reafon \ 
k fuppofes the future Punilhments taught and 
preached pp to the Populace tb ha'tfe been hctrelj 
temporaryy while chofe confined to tfie Schoob 
ttf Phikyfophy were -eternal: A Pofitkm^ which' 
the very Nature and De^fign of the double Dt>£lrint 
will not fuflfer us- to admit. Again; be fctsout 

with 



• • 



• 



• • 



with a Diftinftion between the pbilofopbicd aud 
^sul^^r Notion of a future State. But when he 
/ends us to the Myfteries for the jirfi^ he mufl: 
fuppofe them both to be the fame. Strange Inr 
(Donftftcncies ! firft to diftinguifh between the two 
DodrineSy and then immediately to conGder 
them as one ; firft to make their Difierence con>- 
fill in the fartiiular Failes. annexed to the one> 
^nd then to. affiga thefe very Fables to both 
Dodrines. . 

There is fomething as groft and flagrant in 
what he fays with refpeft to a State of future 
Happinefs. In his firft Piece the fecret Doftrinc 
places it in the Refufton into the divine Nature^ 
f, 71. But in the fccond he Ipeaks another Lan- 
guage ; " The Souls of good Men were to re-r 
>* fide in fome luminous Orb ; to enjoy the So- 
^' cicty of ce],eftial Beings," (^c. p. 8. Now i^ 
it not a little inconfiftenr to give two fuch oppo- 
lite and contrary Accounts of this fecret Bolirine? 
I fay, oppofite and contrary Accounts ; for that 
thefe here mentioned, were conceived by the 
Ancients to be very different and diftinft States, 
has been already proved. In this Cafe, the fc* 
cret .Doftrine would have been as different from 
itfelfj as the learned Author fuppofes it to have 
been from the public and external Dodtrine. 
• But, not to infift ftridUy on this Contradidi- 
pn, let him^ give us which he plcafcs as the fe-^ 
(ret DoSlrine. If he fends us to the Refufton of 
the Souly I muft beg leave to remind him, thflj 
he has not proved, that this was confidered as a 
State of Rewards : That therefore it does not 
appear that the fecret Doftrine included the Be- 
*lief of future Happinefs. We have indeed only 
examined this Notion with regard to one Seft | 
anu then it was confidered as equivalent to a State 
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of Nonexiftence., If he refers us to the ^J/i^/e ^ 
Happinefs in Heaven ; I reply, this is nothing 
to the Piwpofe of our prefent Argument, as it 
wai not fuppofed to include the Body of good 
.Men. 

: Bur, after all, -what is moft unlucky, this- was 
not zprivaUy but a puMic Dodrine ; it was taught 
openly in order tp. incite Men to Adts of heroic 
and ' uncommon Bravery.' And. ^s to the Phllo- 
fophers, we have fhewn, upon their own Au- 
thority, that they madejt in their Bufinefs to' 
-preach it up to the World at large. 

But to convince Mr. Jack/on that this was a 
puilic Doctrine, I fhall now ofier an Authority 
•which, I dare fay, he will not difpute : I mean 
his own. For he himfelf, in dired Oppofition 
to his whole Syftem, afferts the very thing. " la 
the Egyptian vulgar and political Theology 
alfo, the human Soul was taught to be im- 
** mortal, and to lubfift after Death ; and thofe 
which were pure and religious were believed 
to reftde amongfi the Gods j and wicked Souls 
were believed to pafs through various Dcr 
grces pf Punifhment by a Tranfmigration," 
'^c. p. 70. The Vulgar,, by his own Ac- 
count, were taught, that the Souls of good Men 
were to reftde dmngfi the Gods, And does he 
not therefore in efFed: tell us, that this Exaltation 
to th6 Scats and Affemblies of the Gods, wa^a 
public and open Dodrine ? . 
' Having examined jthe Merit of his own Hyr 
pothefis, let us now fee what he objefts to th^ 
Author of the .D/w^^ Z.^^//w . ., 

." Our Remarker's Explication alfo of the efo- 
" teric and. . exoteric Philofophy . is all a mer^ 
** Blunder, owing to his not being able to diftin- 
" g^ift> between a Pjopefition^ of a SubjeSf-^rarid 
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•* the Explanation of it. Th« Terms fiifoteric 
♦* and Eloccric, with nefpeft t^ the Doftrinc of • 
•' t future State, had no R^lk-tion to the Doc- 
** trine, or Subjcdk itfclf, which #as taught and * 
•* profeffed equally amongft the Philolophers, 
•* and amongft the rufgar. But the Philofophers 
explained 'it in a different fiiamier in their po- 
littcal Sind popular Difcourfe^, from what they 
** did in their* Le<9\ires to their Difdples ; the 
** firft was the txoteric Way, the fecond was \ 

** the efoteric. ^And this was the Cafe in njpiS 
** of Theology in general : And this is all the My- 
*' ftery of Exoterics and Ejbterics, . which our 
*' Remarker has made fo much work about ; and 
** infers from it moft abfurdly that the Phtio- 
^* fophers, tho* they profeffed and taught^ did 
*• not believe a future State of Rewards and Pu»* 
** nilhment^'* ! 

** Our Remarker's Explication is all a mere 
** Blunder." I could wilh the leSrned Writer ^ 

had exprcflcd himfelf with more Civility : Not 
for the Sake of Mr. fVariurton: for how, alasl 
tan any thing of this kind be fuppofed to afi^ft 
him P but with regard to his Own Chara6ter as ^ 
Writer. For, after alU what is it that het^b^ 
jeds to the Author of the Diinni Legation f - 
Why, it fcems, that, out of fnre Ignora^kt anA 
Blunder y he has given two contrary Propofitionfc- 
to the twa Doftrines ? And has not Mr. J4ckf6n ^ 

himfelf done the fame ? It appears from hfe owa 
Citations, that the one taught impcrary^ the 
other eternal Punifcmcnts. If fo> muft tli«y hot 
proceed upon contrary Proportions? As certainly 
as temporal and eternal are not one atnl the fame 

thing. If then the giving two contrary Projpo- 

< 

' Mr. yacifiif^ Defence^ fcfr. p. 54. 
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fitions to" the two Doftrines, was fo egregious a 
Blunder, it will fall as heavy on the learned Mr. 
Jackfon as on the Author of the Divine Legation. 
He does indeed affign to each Doftrine a diffe- 
rent Propofition fron?i" Mr. IVarburton : But ftill 
he affigns contrary Propofitions to the two Doc- 
trines. Why tlien all this ill Language ? If not 
to (hew his Talent at Billingfgate^ it mud be to 
diiguife his Theft, in the following Accounts he 
gives> of the Myfteries. And fuch Writers fel- 
dom rob but they abufe. 

And this was the Cafe with-refped to Theo- 
logy in general." Would any one now ima- 
gine that the learned Mv. Jackfon himfelf had 
ihewn, in thefe very Treatifes, that this was not 
theGafe in refpSl oj Theology in general % that the 
vulgar and philofophical Theology did really and 
aiftually proceed upon contrary Propofitions ? And 
yet, if he h^8 proved any thine, he has proved 
this* " The grand Pefign of all the ancient 
** Phcsnieiiin^ E^pHan^ and Chaldaan Myfteries^ 
" fqems originally to have been to difcover ta 
" thofei who were initiated in them, $hat the 
*' Godsy *uDbom the^vtdgar *mrjhipped^ ^ivere n^ 
** other than dead Men : — ^nd to • teach' that the- 
*' true ObjeSt of Adoration was the one fupreme* 
<« God and Author of Nature *^/* 

He here tells us, thai the Godsy whom thevuU 

fur worjhippedf were no ether than dead Men.-^. 
n another Place he fays, the Populace were 
taught *' that the Gods they worlhipped had 
*' once lived amongl Men^'* This was the 
vul^r Theology. 



^ "The Belief of a Tuturi ^tAte, &C. p. 89. 
« Fid. Mr. J. p. 69. 
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■But the more knowing and inlighten'd Paganj 
were taught, that the one fupreme God was the 
true Objeft of Adoration. 

If now the vulgar were taught that deceafed 
Mortals were the proper Objefts of Adoration ;^ 
muft not their Theology have been contrary and 
oppofite to that which taught that the one fu- 
preme God was the proper Ot^eft of Adoration ? 
Will the learned Writer infift that thefe were only 
different Explanations of^ the fame Notion ? He 
muft firft prove that the one true, and the many . 
falfe Gods, were'one and the fame Objeft. 
" Again: *• The E^ptian Priefts indeed had 
*' more Senfe than to believe there was any real 
Divinity in their Symbolic Images or facred 
Animals ; but then they let the People go on 
in their grofs and fenfelefe Superftition, and 
encouraged it by their own Praftice and Ex- 
ample. They made and confccrated their 
<* Gods for therti; and pretended by Amulets, 
^* Divinations, and magical Charms, to animate 
•' the Images with Genii zxid DanwnSj and to 
*' confine them to their Symbols, and make 
" them propitious to the Worlhippers of them.*** 
p. 109. • 

And here again, how eafy is it to turn his V 

own frpall Arms upon him ? " The Priefts pre- 
** tend to animate the Images with Genii and 
*< Dicmons^** and yet, " they have too much. 
«' Senfe to imagine that there was any real Di- 
«* vinky in thefe very Images/* If fo, is it not 
neceffary to fuppofe that tl^y prof effed or\^ thing 
when they thought another ; or, that, the two 
Doftrines were, in this Cafe, grounded upon Prin- 
ciples, direftly oppofite and repugnant to each 
other ? Will the learned Gentleman fay, that the 
Notion which affertedy and that whrch denied the 

Divinity 
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Divinity of the Images, did c6ntain only one and 
the fame Propofition b ? 



CHAP. Xli. 

Mr. Warburton's Account of the double Do^ , 
Brine cleared from the Mtfreprejentations of 
Dr. Sykes, and confirmed by frejb Au-- 
tborities. 

B'U T as this is a Matter of Importance in the 
prefent Controverfy, we will add a Word or 
two more before we difmifs it. The Writersi 
againft the Z>. L. feem all to concur in one 
Point ; they urge and infill that the two Doftrinesi 
were only Explanations of the fame Notion ; and 
that they did not go upon oppofite and repugnant 
Principles. Mr. Jack/on alone is the Drawcanftr 
of the Caufe" ; and as he is in the Humour, fome- 
times confirms this Point againft his Adverfary, 
and fometimes confutes it againft himfelf. It may 
therefore be -worth while to dwell a little longer 

' « I have here examined at 4arge Mr. Jackjon^s Account ofi^ 
the doable Dodtrine ; I have ihewn that it was contrary to 
Reafim to Hifiory-y and even to his onun Syjiem. And how 
does the good Man anfwer all this ? ' Like a bafHed Scold, 
who only repeats her Story, and rails afrefh becaufe no Body 
will believe it. He gives us his former Account over again, 
apd abufes me. for not allowing it, p. 4^. His Point, the 
Reader {cos, is to vindicate the Credit of his own Judgment. 
To carry this, he Ihould alledge ibme new Arguments, or 
confute the old ones. For whatever he may think of me^ 
yet furely Plato, Cicero, and the other Ancients, to whom I 
have appealed on this Occafion, are not beneath his Notice. 
But there is .a greater Authority againft him, ilill behindi 
I mean honeflly, it is his own : And by no means to be ilignt- 
ly handled, for 'tis the fole Inftance in this Controverfy, whcrtf 
his own Woi'd coifld do him any Credit. . . .- . * 

P 2 on 



.» 



[ 220 ] 

* on this Article ; and I do it with the greater 
Pleafure, as the Jearned Dr. Sykes has given us a 
long Difcourfe on this very Subjeft : We have his 
main'and principal Objedlion in the following 
Words. " IVhaf Proof new can be produced^ \ 

" that in the twofold DeSrifie^ they [thePhilo-. ' 

" Tophers] aftually faid one thing- arid beh'eved 
** another ? What Inftance is or can be pro- 
*' duced of this Faft." Dr. Syk^^^s Kxaminatlotty 

fK 124, Here then we ftrike Hands : Jf f\K>h ^n 
nftancc can be produced, the Doftor, I am p£;r- 
fiiaded, according to hjs own Reafoning,- wjti al*^ 
low himfelf miftakcn. If it cannot^ I rcadiJy.give; 
up the Dodlrine of the Z>. L, as chiniqricaL • 

Bvit now the Doftor not only infills th^t his 
Adverfary has not actually proved his Poipt, bijt 
gpes fo ftr as to fay that he never can prove it 5 
•*^ fpr that hf has given y«ri^ an Ajccountqf the ♦ 

^^ deuhleDo^rinCy as makes it inipoflibie. for him^ 
*'- ever to (hew, that in ^bat the. Ancient ever 
** faid one thing and nieant anothqr ^** T^i§ jn- 
deed is coming to the Point. And h^ proves. it 
thus, Mr. JVarburton it feems fays,—** nqx wjere, 
** they (the externaland internal, the vulgar and 
Jl the fecre t) different Do&rineSt hut one and the 
*' famey that was handled thus differently, wz. 
•« popylarly^^and fcientifically ^ /* on which the 
Doftor thus ingenioufly comments : *' The in- 
*' ternal and fecret Doftrine then was not a dif- 
*' ferent Doftrine from the vulgar and external ^ 
** it was one and the fame that was handled diffe- 
" rently V Hq has done his Bufinefe h*ke a. 
Workman. Mr. JV. as appears from his whole 
Argument, by one and the fame DoSlrine^ meant 
the Obje^ 01 SuhjeSl of a Propofition^ (from 

• Viodicacion^ p. 4, f> Ibid. ^ Ibid^ 

which 
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*whkh Objed or Subject many different and coft- 
trary Propofitibns may be drawn) and this /f»- 
fwerer Yriikcs him mein, by one and the fame 
Doftririe, 07U and the fame Propofition. 

This Is his hackney Sophifm ; which he rides 
out of Breath, and almoft out of Sight. Arid 
with this he keeps ftujnbling on from one End 
t)f his Pamphlet to the other. To expofe it as it 
deferves, it will be neceflary to examine more at 
Jarge^ what Mr. IF. means by the Word Do£lrine. 
The Word fomctimes fignifies a Pf opofition^ and 
ibmetimcs, the Objeft or Subje61: of a.Propofi- 
tion. If we take it in the firft Senfe, if the two 
Dbdlrines are iuppofed to^ relate to one and the 
fame Propolition, and to be nothing more than 
different Explanations of It : In this Cafeit would 
be ridiculous and abfurd to imagine^ that the 
l^hilofophers " faid one thing and thought an6- 
*• ther/' when they employed the double Do- 
^rine, 

If the Word DoSfrine means the Subjeft of 
Obje6l of a Propofition, the two Dodlrines may 
be c<mfined to one and the fame Subjed:, and yet 
go upon contrary Propofitions 5 becaufe very dif- 
ferent and contrary Propofitions may be drawn 
from one and the fame Objeft or Subjcft. NoW 
if the two Doftrines are founded upon contrary 
Propofitions, it will be necefTary to fuppofe that 
the Philofophers ** fard one thing and thought 
*^ another,** when they had Recourfe to the dou* 
ble Doftrine. 

What then does Mr. fF. mean by the Word 
DoSrine^ when he fays " they were not different 
*' Doctrines but one and the fame, that were 
•^ handled thus differently, popularly, and'fcien- 
*• ti^cally.*' Let us confider the Point he is 
upon. He is endeavouring to fhew, that it was 

P 3 the 
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the Cuftom of the Philofophcrs to fpeak one thing 
when they believed another ; and for this he ap- 
peals to the double Doddne. \i by DoSrine h^ 
iTiCans only Propofition^ this Pradicc wiJl be no- 
thing to his Purpofe. If he pneans the Objeft or 
Subjed of a Fropofition, it then comes up to all 
that he contends for. Sipce then the Word D^- 
Brine will bear either of thefe Senfes, and the 
avowed Defign and Purpofe of the Argument he 
is upon, requires us to underftand him in the lady 
I would fain know by what Rules of Conftru^tion 
Dr. Sykes would oblige us to underftand him in 
the firlt. 

But there was ftill more than this, tho' this 
was more than enough to prevent an ingenuous 
Reader from miftaking his Meaning \ he declares 
in direft and exprcfs Terms, that the two Do- 
ftrines were aftually grounded upon contrary Pro- 
pofitions. ^* If the external Teaching was for the 
** People, and the internal what the People 
*'" could not be trufted with, and both about the 
** fame thijig^ the two ways of teaching muft 
*' certainly proceed upon contrary Fropofiti^ 
^' ons^.*^ In another Place he fays, f the two 
^' Doftrines had oneftngleObjeSl^.^* Again; '* I 
*« I had all along affirmed the Philofbphers, both 
in their external and internal teaching, held a 
future State (here is his one and the fame thing 
V for him) in their external^ a future State with 
*^ Rewards and Punifhments; in thtir internal^ 
** a future State without themf." What then 
does Mr. fF'. mean, when he declares that one 
and the fame DoSlrine was handled in the twofold 
teaching ? Why, only that the Subjeif of each 
Doftrine was one and tbe^fame. It would be un- 
jaeceflary to colled and point out more Paflages 

* Appendix to vol. ii. p. 13. f p. 34. ^ p. 13. 
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in order to prove this, as nothing <:an be mor^ 
evident than ihat he all along fuppofes the two 
Doctrines to contain oppofite and contrary Pro- 
pofitions, and yet confines them to the fame 

SubjeU. 

Let us go now to his Obfervation on the 
Words popular^ and fcientifical^ or pbilofdphicaL 
Now by the different handJingy viz. popularly and 
fcientifically^ Mr. U^, (as his whole Difcourfe 
Ihews) means talking to the People according to 
the People's Notiorfsj and talking to their Dilci- 
ples on theirs. And thefe Notions being contrary 
to one another, he thought they muft needs 
ipejik one thing to the Populace, while they be- 
lieved another. No, fays Dr. Sykesi '* the po- 
pular manner of handling of a Subje<5t, is fo 
to handle it, that the* common People may 
c;afily underftand what is faid : The philofo- 
phical manner is to make ufe of nothing but 
clofe abfl:ra6t Reafoning ; to argue in fuch a 
ftrift manner of deducing Confequences from 
Principles, that thofe only who underftand the 
more fub£|e and rj^condite Philofophy, can 
comprehend what is faid^/* And thus our 
Anfwerer carries all before him. It would be hard 
indeed, if he could not make out fotxiething of 
an Argument, when he takes the Liberty of put- 
ting what Senfe he pleafes on his Adverfary's 
"Words- But confcious, as it were, of his ill got 
Advantages, he drops the following Symptoms 
of his Guilt. '' If Mr. fV, means by popular 
*' handling a Doftrine, the faying what a Man 
*' does not think or mean ; and by fcientifically 
treating it, or pbilofophically^ the fpeaking a 
Man's inward Sentiments in Oppofition to an 
external Profeffton of what he docs not ielieyf; 

£ Vindication, p. 5. 

P 4 *' This 
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•* This Is at leaft s^new Language.*^ p. 5. That 
is, it is a new Language to mean by the Word 
DoSrine the Subjeft or Objeft of a Propofition: 
^Tis a new Language to mean by handling popular- 
ly^ ipeaking or writing according to the Notions 
of the People { and by handling fcicntifically or 
philofophically, fpeaking or writing according to 
the Philofophers* own Notions* Could this now be 
believed ? But let it be a new LangDage ; and 
what then? while Mr. W> explains his own 
Meaning, this is a Liberty that has always been 
allowed on philofophical Subje(5ls. But the 
Truth is, the Language is as old as common 
Senfe ; and it never became »^^, till Dr. Syk^s 
had affixt to it his own Meaning. Then indeed 
it was fo in the full Senfe ofnew^ according to 
the Greeh^ who by their k^ivo? meant both new 
and abfurd. But what is all this ihuffling and 
fencing to avoid ? the very thing he pretended 
mod to value himfelf upon, the always lying 
OPEN TO Conviction. 

On the whole, the grand Queftion, we fee, is, 
whether the Philofophers faid one thing and thought 
another^ when they e^sercifed the double Do^rine ?* 
And what a formidable Adverfary have I here ta 
deal with ? He engages to difprove the t»ino 
affcrted by Mr. TF, and contents himfelf with 
falling upon his Expression. But had his l^x- 
preffioh been as inaccurate as the Dodor himfelf 
is pleafcd to reprefent it j what is all this to the 
Point ? Several Fafts and Inftances have been ak 
ledged to fliew, that the Philofophers were a6tu- 
ally guilty of the Pra<5lice, with which they are 
here charged. Now if tbefe Fads and Inftaiices 
come up to the Point for which they ar^ pro- 
duced, the Charge upon the ancient Sages is made 
cut^ whatever becomes of the Termu abgut which 
4 • ifvp 



we have been fb long afquabbHng. But a fink- 
tog Caufe will catch at JVords^ chi^ they be only 
the Shadows of things. 

What Return fiiall I make him for all this > 
A literary Commerce with fuch an Adverfary will 
always be carried on with lofs. For his three ftate 
Cribbles, therefore I return him three frelh Te- 
Aimonies: Which, if he be wife, he will know 
^ow to make a good ufe of by receiving in 
Silence. 

I. lht%\nyff\t\iParmentdes, We are told that 
he had two Doftrincs concerning the Nati>re of 
the Univerfe ; one, in which he taught that the 
World had been made^ and would be defiroyed ; 
another, in which he faid that it was ungeneraud 
and would never be diffohed. We are told that 
the firft was his public ; the fecond his private 
Doftrine ^. Let the Doftor now fee, as he is an 
Artift in his way, whether, of this here, be can 

i The Author of the philofophical Piece commonly af» 
cribed to Origen^ fays, •• that he fomedmes complied with 
^ the popular OpiiHon, and declared that the Vni'uepft <would 
^* b^om Dtvfi Jfftrtytd^* |L«i Ooc^jMuiigi; v ff^* to wkxj trarovidr* 
%a,i9, AJUMON T£y tun evyimvro9t X9» o^ou^oft^sf* ov^' Ainro^ £IC« 
4aEm2N THN TON woAXwr A0SAN> 'Ofv^.T^iki^ km yji» TaS. 
TOlT IIANTOS APXAS, t*}!' /a£v yiji*, «? f Au»* to ^t tov^'y u^ cunoy^ " 
««M ««iot;»- TON KOSIiON Ef HE ^d&I»ES®AI. It appears 
tQafrom (hisPaffage that he fpoke )»9^ir^r^, when he &ys- 
that the World wa^s made« or had a Banning ; ajRd that this;* 
Dodlrine was merely populate may be feen too from the follow- 
ing Words of 'fhemijiius. K«t yce^ o na^/x<yi^)}; w tok ^^^o? 
oo{«r. To Sf ^/Mr <iroti» tun rt ^t^XJ^* ^X^^^. ^* '''^ t*'^^ tftt^, to ^ 
yivf tfr^ocotyy^tvu. It is then jevident from thefe PafTages that^ 
in his Exoterics, he gave the World both a Beginning and an 
End. BaC tjiqn in hi% other Writings he denied tha.t it had 
cither. I need not quote Cmrn^ Plutarch^ or Eu/ehius to., 
prove this^; t^he foUoiwiog Verfes of his own are fufficient.for ., 
my p^fe^t Purpofe* 

Avrei^ axtvilTOy fAiy»>M¥ tr 'Bm^ota'% herfAUf 

JEir»» ANAPXON, AOATSTON, inn* VEKEIXZ teen OAESKfZ 

make 
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nuke only two different Illuftrations. of the fame 
Notion : Or«vhether he muft not confefs, tho' 
fore againll his Will, that the two Doftrines 
really proceed upon contrary Propofirions : If the • 
one afferts the Beginning and End of the Worlds 
and the other denies that it cvir had a Beginning 
or will have an End, do they not exadUy fuit the 
Definition of the double Dodrine given \ibove i 
Have we iiot two Dodtrines founded on contrary 
Propofitions, and yet do not they both relate to 
the faoie Subjed ? 

2. The next is a Paflage from Gakny which 
is, I think, as conclufive. " Plato (fays he) de« 
^< Clares that Animals have conftantly a Soul, 
** which ferves to animate and inform their Bo- • 
** dies : As for Stones, Wood, and what we 
** commonly call the inanimate Parts of the Crea- , : 

** tion ; all thefe, he fays, are quite deftitute of 
** Soul. And yet. in his Tim^eus^ where he ex- 
** plains his Principles to his Difciples and feled: 
** Friends, he there gives up the common No- 
^' tion» declares that there is a Soul diffufed thro' 
** the Univerfe, which is to aftuate and pervade 
*' every Part of it. Now we are not to imagine 
*' that in this Cafe he is inconftjient with bimfelf^ 
*' or maintains contrary Do brines ^ any more than 
-f * Ariftotle and Thcophraftus are to be charged 
** with ContradiEtion^ when they delivered to their 
*' 'Difciples their acroatic DoUrineSy and to the 
*' Vulgar Principles of another Nature '.'* 

• We 

> UKartii fbir atrro; iftf^XP^ ftsv ecH Xtyn rx ^o>a, rm Xidtfc 3V, 
Ka» rctq woa^ xm ret ivXa, ««» mo^oTmv ^aveu ra <pvra vrettTct ' 

.r09 tt^vx^t 9VfMiTti9 H9»% ^n^it' ftXV oray n TtfMuv rnv fvazviif 
UttiMou oXi7»roK «xpo«TaK9 KaroMQ>^^H9 sflTtrigftoyMOKy Xoyoi; 
hff»^foi^9 avoxof^i'i^cb^ ru9 ro^ «roXXoK ^oxowjranf eif oXev rov 
xoajM9 ucrHa&cu T^tyet nv "^X^' avrov hoiftnwf, ov xgn tut* 
90fAi^et9 ^eu *i»9i^^% t»vTu ravoivii» ^syonog^ u^mf ov¥ Af ir^Tr 

• " ' ' ' ' X54S 
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We may fee plainly from hence What the great 
Galen thought of the double Doftrine. And after 
that what fignifies what Dr. S. thinks of it. Plaig^ 
^ri/iotky and Tbeopbrajius^ are not to he charged 
with ContradiEtion^ becaufe they fay one thing to 
their Difciples, and another to the World, at 
large. But what ground could he fuppofe for 
the Charge of ^ContradicStion and Inconfiftency on 
this Score, if the two Dodrincs had been only 
Explanations of the fame Notions, and had not 
contained Principles oppolite and repugnant to 
,cach other ? Now if he fuppofed that they con- 
tained oppofite and contrary Propofitionj, I 
hardly need go about to prove, that, according 
to him, the Philofophers " fpoke.one thing and 
*' thought another," when they pradifed the 
flpuble Doftrine ^. 

3. My next Teftimony is from one of Plato*s 
Epiftles ; his Friends defire him to infert fome 
peculiar Mark and Cbarafter by which they might 
diftinguifh thofe Letters, which contained his 
real Sentiments from thofe which did not. ** As 

for the Symbol or private Note you defire, to 

know my fcrious Letters and which contain 
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P'Hi rpK trai^ok^, Galeni 4e Tubftanu^ ^;uicuraliam facultatum 
^ragmentum. 

k " I very well underftand (fays Dr. S) how one and the 
"fame Dodrine may be hzndkd fcfu/arfy &nd /cieni(fica/fy : 
** Popularly, by wfi^g Topips fuited to the Peoples Capacities ; 
** by arguing and dilating upon a Subjedj by fpreading the 
*' Matter, and fcuing ic in different Lights. Scientifically^hy 
•' abttrad clofe rea'gning ; by arguing from the more fubtile 
Vand recondite Nature of things. And thus, I think, the 
*' twofold Doctrine was underftood by the Ancients.** Dr. 
Sjkes*s Vindicate n, p. 1 2. And was it thus underftood by Ga- 
fen^ when he Wi o^c the PaiTage abovementioned ? Poes he 

Scarry the Difference mucbfartlier^ and evidently fuppofe 
t the two DoArines are founded upon contrary Propofiions f . 
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** my teal Sentiments from thofe that do not fo j 
•• know and remember that God begins a ferions 
•* Letter, and Gods one that is otherwife." i?e- 
marks on a Difcourfe of Free-thinkings part H. 
p. 40, I chofe to give the Paflage in the Tran- 
flation of this learned Critic ; bis Authority will 
prove that it fpeaks ftrongly to the Purpofc for 
which it is produced. If his Tranflation be juft, 
this fingle Teftimony may ferve to decide the 
whole Controverfy. For had not Platq^ in the 
Opinion of his Friends, fometimcs given out 
Notions, which did not intirely correfpond with 
the real Sentiments of his own Mind \ what oc- 
cafion for the private Mark -or Symbol, which 
they here defire * ? 

4. The Writers againft the D.. L. confirm this 
Doftrine by plain and clear Fads, at the very* 
time they labour moil to confute and overthrow 
it. Mr. J. has fupplied us with fome very ftrong 
and unexceptionable Arguments in fupport of it, 
as I have obferv*d in thelaft Chapter. The Re- 
verend Mr. Botte very frankly acknowledges, 
that Cicero^ and other Ancients believed notliing 

iviTiKKta SnOTAH KAl OLKE AN MH, oi^a% ^jc^ <n fMfjett&^AiT 
cfksti y tf¥oetf itatt maw vpotrt^t ror tovf' <croM9( y»p o( xeXtvovrrC 

ituxg i^rjfoXijj ©eo? a^;^fi, ©«o» ^n T>jf nirlov, Epif. 1 3 . the follow- 

ing Words of Cudvporth^ as well as thofe of Bentley^ may fervc 
to ihew, that I do not endeavoar to tnake this* Parage o^Plat9 
beat more than k will ftrictly carry. " There is alfo a Pa(- 
•* fage cited out of that thirteenth EpiHIe o^Phti/s to D^ffny-. 
** fius, wherein he gives this as a Mark, whereby his firitius^ 
** Epillles, and fuch as were written according to the true 
** Sen/e of bis o^n Mind, might by his Friends be diftin- 
" gaiflied from thofe which <wtre othernjoiff. When I begin' 
** ray Epillles with God,^^ &c IntelleBual SyfterHy p. 402. But 
the very fymbolicMsrk made ufe of is fufgcient to determine 
his Meaning. / < 

of 
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of future Puniihments ", And yet it is obvious to 
€very one tlut they often inculcate this very Doc- 
trine in fo forcible a manner, as plainly ihewS; 
they would have others think they did believe it. 
Here then is a plain Proof that they excrcis'd 
the double Dodlrine, and that they exercifcd ic 
on. the very Point in Queftion. 

I do not know how. far the Names of Mr* 
y. and Mr, BoiU will go with Dr. Sykes in 
the prefent Qaft ; however, I think they all three 
ought to be of fpvereign Authority with one 
aagtber : It U indeed very fiirprifrng, that Nlr» 
JStoffe Ihould oppofe the Notion of the double 
Do&rine explained in the D, L. and yet afTcrt 
that Ocera and the olcj Philofophers really dif- 
believ^d all future Puniflinaents. For when they 
tqaqh thi^ Doflrine, how is it poflibJe, on his. 
own Si^ppo^fition^ to Ikreen them from the Im? 
putation of "faying one thing when they thought 
•♦ another," or. of ufing the double Dodrine in 
all the Lat;ifude and Extent, in which it has been, 
charged qpoi} them ?— As for Mr. J. he ind^d. 
brjngs feveral Inftances, which make direftly. 
dg^inll botl^i the Dr. and himfelf. But as it is 
hisCuftpm, tQ fay one thing a^d prove another^ 
which i3 the better haJf way to that philofophic 
Berfeft^on of faying one thing and believing ano-' . 
ther^ I am far fropa being furprized at any thing 
bf h^s advaipiced on this Point. However, let the 

^ '* T'lr/A'-- always fpokc of the future Sta^c (in his Philo- 
•* fophical Works) as either a State of Happineff, or of no 
*• Senfe at all ; and could never conceive how a third could be, 
** Nor is there any thing wonderful in this; for the Ancients 
•* might hi much top egfily led to thinks that a State of no 
** Sense, i.e. fomething tantamount to Annihilation , *was a 
*• Punijhment Jvjjicient fip the. T^ranJgrrJJions of a Jhort Lift'* 
Anfwer to D. L. p, 175. 
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Dr. either confute and difprove the Inflances al- 
Icdgcd by Mr. J. or confcls that this Charge 
agaiqft the Philofophers is juft. 



CHAP. XIIL 

■ • 

The ^eftim with Dr. Sykes fairly Jlatedy 
and the Injiances produced in the Jirfi £^- ' 
tion cleared from his Exceptions. 

WE have feen enough of the Doftor to be 
upon our Guard, whenever he undertakes 
to ftate and reprefent Fafts ; and the following 
Inftance, will, I think, (hew that we cannot be 
too cautious how we truft him. He tells me, 
with much Haughtinefs, that I " intirely alter 
the C^ieftion/' (p. 7.) That I " grofsly mif- 
reprefent the Point in Debate*'— calls upon 
Mr. IV. *' for bis own Sake, for the Sake of 
Truths for the Sake of common Juftice not 
to make himfelf refponfible for fuch Repre- 
" fentation." p. 8. Thefe, we fee, are well 
joined. I believe he has pretty much the fame 
Regard to Truth and Juftice that he has to Mr'. 
Warburton : And is equ'alfy folicitous that none 
•of the three fufFer in my Hands. But what has 
an Anfwerer by Pr^/^^» to do with any of them, 
unlcls to mifreprefent them. One may give a 
. reafonable Guefs how he (lands with the two 
• former^ by his noble Interpretation (juft no^ 
fpoken to) of the Term DoSfrine^ fcfr. in the 
Writings of the latter. However, I corte at 
his Call ; and am here ready to fee what he has 
to fay to me. 

The Dodlorhad faid, " What Proof now can 
be produced that in the twofold Doftrine, . 

* they 
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** they (the Philofophers) aftually laid one thing 

** and believed another? What Inftance is or 

" can be produced of this Fad ? '* To this I . ; 

replied, " Here then wc join Iffue ; if fuch an 

" Inftance can be produced, the Doftor, I atn 

•* perfuaded, according to his own Reafoning, 

" will allow the Miftake to lie on his Side.*' 

Now this, he tells me, is a grofs Mifreprqfenta- 

tion of the Point in debate. How fo! Why, 

**. If I join Iffue with him here, I am to produce 

** an Inftance, ijl. In the twofold DoSlrine, • 

" idly. In one and the fame Do&rinc^ handled 

•* only popularly and fcientifically. ^dly. Where 

** the popular Manner of handling a Subjedb is 

*« the only Ground for conceiving a Man to fay 

** what be did not believe. For a Man may 

** handle, I conceive, any Subjeft popularly ^ and 

*' yet believe it ; or he may handle it fcientifically^ 

** and yet not believe it." Vindication^ p. y. 

Was ever plain Propofition fo clouded and in- 
veloped, as this, (I had like to have (aid) before 
us ; but now vanifhed under the triple Cover of 
Blunder, Sophiftry, and Prevarication ? 

The firft Remark is, that I ought to have 
produced an Inftance in the twofold DoStrine. 
To this { reply, that every Inftance I have pro- 
duced is aftually of this kind. As to his fecond 
Remark, I have explained at large what Mr. W. 
meant by one and the fame Doitrine ; and after, 
this Explanation I need not go about to prove 
that my fcveral Inftances come up to the Point in 
Queftion. To his third Remark I ahfwer, that 
I have all along been producing Inftances, in 
which the Philofophers taught two contrary Doc- 
trines on one and the fame SubjeS ; one to their 
Difciples; another to the People. In this Cafe 
(and this is the only Cafe I am confidering) I do 

indeed 
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indeed fuppofe that the publick DoArme was not 
bdieved, and tbac the private was. And {&' 
wooJd the Da6Bor» too, if he had not found it* 
nccefTary, in-order to favc himfelf from Ctnroic^ 
titm^ to put a pcrverre Meaning on Mr. JV*s^ 
Vfords of iandlifig popularly^ as if they fignified' I 

Jpeaking to n Paint immetbodicaliy^ When Mr^. 
W. telk us,, he means, fpa^ng atcofding to tBe 
Opinions of the People. Nay, in his unguarded* 
Hours, that isj when he does not lie at catch for 
an Evafion, he can fuppofe it as well as L Fot^ 
talking of Plato^ he fays, ** Let him fpeak fof 
" xh£ popular Opinions at fomc times* and evert* 
*iJaugh at them at other times, all that will" 
" follow is, that Plato dijkeliev^d Jbe popular* 
'* Opinions of the Gods, not that, he difheUcv'd* 
*• the Being of a God." Syhes'^s Examination^ 
p. 127. Upon what Grounds now does the Doc** 
tor conclude ihsx Plato difbeliev'd thcfc popiilat*' 
Opinions ? What Reafon can. he poffibly; aflign 
for this, which will not equally hold for the Dil^- 
helief. of popular Opinions, with relpeftto: the 
Philofophcrs in general ? 
• However the Djoftor often repeats, that We 
nttift not conclude Notions were ndt really enter-- 
tain*d, barely becaufe they are handled in a popular 
Manner • But to this it may be fufficient to re*- 
ply, that no Body has ever made this ConcluGon 
in the prcfent Controverfy. We did-mft do ir^. 
in the Senfe Mr, JV. ukd*handling popularly: And 
na Body could do it in> the Senfe Dr. Syies putiT^ 
upon the Words. However, had he himfelf^ 
reflected, it may be thought poffible ire would 
have reminded his Reader, that I only make this 
Suppofition inCafeSy where 'tis evident that the 
Philofophcrs had two contrary Dodbrines on the 
fame Subjed^ one for the Muhitude, and the 

'Other 
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other for themfelves: And in thefe Cafes the 
Doftor himfelf does agree with me, that the po- 
pular Opinion was not believ'd. Now this very 
Obfervation,. if carefully attended to, will be a 
fufficient Anfwer to almoft half his Pamphlet. 

Seft. I. So much for the Charge offatfe Repre-^ 
ftntation. To come now to the Argument, I 
have obferved that the D. L. does indeed charge 
both LegiQators and Philofophers with the Prac- 
tice of the double Do<5lrine. And it were eafy 
to produce fcveral Inftances, with regard to the 
firft^ which every reafonable Man muft allow ti 
be decifive. But at prefent I will confine myfel: 
to one only. As to their Laws^ they are fo far 
from reprefenting them as the mere Suggeftions 
of human Policy and Wifdom, that they often 
aflert their divine Origine ; they impute them to the 
Invention of the Gods. Here then let the learned 
Doctor tell us, did they themfelves believe this to 
be the real Faft? Did they fuppofe that their 
Laws were dictated and framed by fome Deity ? 
Or was this, after all, a pure Fidion and Con 
trivance of their own? He muft fay, of their 
own. And therefore it is certain by his own 
Confeffion, that the Ancients in this Cafe did 
fay one things when they believed another. To 
this the Doftor objefts; i. " This is not an 
♦* Inftance in the twofold DoSlrine. It fhould 
*^ have been an Inftance in one and the fame Doc- 
*' trine tsiught popularly fometimes, at other times 
** fcientifically : And in courfe not believed when 
taught popularly^ but believed when taught in 
the other manner/* Vind. p. 9. This is not 
an Inftance in the twofold DoSlrine, Why fo ? 
Becaufe ** it is not an Inftance in one and the 
** fame DoSrine taught popularly fometimes, at 
" other times fcientifically/' Now what is the 

QL ' Subjcft 
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Subjcft of each Doftrine, in the prefetit Cafe, 
but the Origin and Inftitution of the Laws ? One 
Doftrine makes thefe divine^ the other human* 
Here then are two contrary Propofitions drawn 
from one and the fame Objcft or Subjeft. 

When Mr. IV. fays that the fame Subjeft was 
handled popularly and philofopbically^ what does 
he mean more, than that the ancient Sages fpoke i 

to the People^ according to the common No- { 

tions ; and to their Friends, according to their « 

own ? And was not this the very Cafe in the 
prcfent Inftance? 

But he tells me, « I (hould have produced an 
*' Inftance in one and the fame DoSlrine not be- 
lieved when taught popularly^ but believed when 
taught in the other manner." Admirable! 
and did Mr. IV. or I ever pretend to fay, that j 

when one and the fame Doffrine was taught to the f 

People without method, that then it was not be- 
lieved ; but that when taught fcientifically, and 
the Difcourfe divided in logical Form, then it 
began to be believed ? Well might he fay that- 
fucb an Account of the double Doilrine makes it 
impqffible ever to be proved. * 

When this wondrous Difputant fays'^»^ and 6 

the fame DoSrinCj he means, we fee, one and . 
the fame Propofition. Now why would he have 
me bring an Inftance in which the two Doftrines 
contain one and the fame Propofition ? Is it be- 
caufe I have afferted the contrary ? But he mif- 
takes. The Contagion of thofe ^wit h whom I have 
had fo much to do of late) who bring Authorities 
to confute themfelves has not yet reached me. 
I would not fo far imitate even his Example, as 
to overturn the Doftrine I lay down by the Tefti- 
monies I produce in Confirmation of it. What 

he - 
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he ohjeAs larthcr to this Argument Iliall be con* 
fidcr'd in the Note below ** 

Sea. 



" The Do6tor prbceeds ; 2. *' This is an Inftance of Men 
** aiTerting or teachiog a downright Lie. l^qw I do not know^ 
** Qor ever heard of any one chat ever maintained that tho 
'\ Ancients never told a Lie, or never fpioke what they knew 
** to be felfe." What ! and are the Philojopbers found Liars 
tt laft ? This is hard upon them. And by their Advocate 
too 1 ^^\>, they have their Revenge however. I know who 
^luft'bear them Company. For who wou^d have thoughr it, 
that ope of the main Points infifted on by this very Writer, 
was, that the Philofophers could not be guilty of fo bafe a 
Pra£lice as Lying ^ hence he infers, that they would not ufe 
the double Dodtrine in that £xtent, in which it has been 
charged upon them by the Author of the Z). L» " This, 
*' fays he, gives us an Idea of the old Philofophers as a 
" Pack of Brange People, believing one thing and 
** SATIN 9 another: It treats themas grofs Ltars, fa 

infmcere, fo difhoneil, fo impofing on the People, that^ 

were any Man to a^ fuch a Part now^ he would be con- 
** demnM as guihy of the wickedefl Crafty and would be 
'* detefted 'by all honeft Men as juftly chargeable with Cuh- 
** ning, Hyi^'ocrify, Diffimulation, and the Height of'Wick- 
** ednefs and Immorality. Vices? which Plato and the Hea- 
*• then Philofophers in general condemned, and from their 
** Souls abhol"red ** Examination, p. 1 11, 112. 

He would do any thing he could, you fee', for his Philofo- 
phers. But when matters come thus home, they mud pardon him* 
he muft take care of himfeif. Amicus Socrates, amicus Plato, 
fed magis amicus ille ipfe. B&f not to leave him, as he leaves 
his Philofophers, let me afk what is the Drift and Purpofe 
of this laft quoted Obfervation ; but to (hew, that the Philo- 
fophers would not'pra6li(e the double Dodrine in the Latitude 
in wtich it is charged upon them, becaufe they held lying to 
be an infamous and mean Cudom } How therefore could I 
more cfiedlually difproveand weaken the Force of what he 
here fays, than by ftie^ng that the Ancients did not fcruple 
to lie, whenever the Good of the Public was thought to re- 
quire it ? To this I may add, tha!t they not only held it to be 
ianufuly but aflert it to be hoHourahle too, as \ye learn from 
Plutarch, in his Life of Numa, ' ***^ 

3. .*' Suppofmg^ (fays the Do^o%-) that the Ancients held ft 
•* allowable to Hi for the- Good, of the Commonweal, if 
'\ they hsd treated this Falfhood in^ji fcientific Manner/would 

Q^e •* that 
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Scft. 2. Let us come to the I^ilofophers. 
The Gentleman affirms, that they never teach 
one thing and think another^ Pr^y? what then 
was Pythagoras doing, when he gave out that he 
had defcended into the infernal Regions ; that he 
had vifited the Seats and Abodes of departed 
Souls ; that he had feen with his own Eyes the 
Tortures and Punifliments inflifled on the Wick- 
ed ? Muft he not, in this Cafe, have employed 
the very Fiftioni which the D. i. afcribes to the 
double Dodrine ? Is it not necellary to imagine 
that he faid one thing and believed another ? To 
this, the Dodor replies, ^^ Here is a fecond la- 
** ftance labouring under all the Defefts of the 
** firft. What was Pythagoras doings when he 
•* gave out that he had defcended into the infernal 
«* Regions ? Why, he was telling a Ue in the 



** that have proved that they hlitvid what they knew l» be £ilfe, 
*' more than their treating a Falfhood in a papular Manner 
** would prove that they did not helie*v€ it?*' His old Scpbi/m^ 
we fee, ftill keeps uppermoil. And this Til fay for him^ no 
ConfefTor ever lluck clofer to a Truth than he does to a Falfe- 
hood. But a little Modedy, a. little Regard for his Reader/ 
would have done well. Can Controversy have fo fax got 
the better of him, as to perfuade him it was pofiible for him 
to make any one believe, that, when Mr. W. faid the An- 
cients lied for the public Good, and, that, to cover their Lye, 
they invented the Method of teaching by the doubU DoSrine^ 
in which Matters were handled popularly and fcientifically^ 
that he meant, that their Belief or Difbelief vfas affixed to 
the Clofenefs or Loofenefs of the Form of their Difcourfe, and 
not to their Subjedl and Auditors ? Popular^ and Scientificalfy 
were not elTential, but accidental Circumfiances. And the 
Words only ufedas a fiiorter Way to iignify Difcourfes to thtir 

PifcipliSt ^Xidi Di/courfss to the People, But 1 will drop fo 

wretched a Subje^, tho' the Do^r has half a Page more 
upon it, for fear the Reader, in a pardonable Difguft at Con- 
troverfy, fbould here Hop ilnrt, and throw afide the Book : 
And I am much inclined, fox the Good of the Public, that 
pur Do£lor fiiould be thoroughly knowo. 
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^< ^fs immfirai Senfe of that Word : He was 
/'. guilty of an In^fiure \ hot of ufing the two- 
** fold DoHrine^ I mean the efoteric and exoterk 
" Doftrinc of the Ancients. Does anv one of 
** them make the twafold Doffrim conuft in tel* 
<< ling fuch Lies as this ? It would be eafy for 
^< Men of fo much Reading as Mr. fT. and this 
*< Author ; to produce fome Inftances, where the 
" Words Efoteric and Exoterif are applied, (if 
^ ever they are applied) to Cafes of liich noto* 
♦« rious Fallhoods.'* FinJ. p, ii. 

Pythagoras (fays he) was guilty of a grofs im- 
moral Lie Does he then allow that the Philolb- 
phers told grofs' Lies? And this after he has taken 
fo much Pains to clear them from the Imputation 
of this very Charge* 

But obierve now the Confiftency with which 
he rcalbns on this Topic. •In his Examination he 
contends that the Pbilofophers could not pra^ice 
the double DoHrine^ in the Latitude for which 
Mr. fT. contends, becauie it would have involved 
.hem in the Guilt of Lying« In *his Vindication 
he affirms that they did lie in the mpft grofs and 
immoral Senfe, arid thence he infers (hat they did 
not ufe the douile Doffrine. So that our Doftcr'^ 
definitive Sentence againft the double Do9rine con* 
eludes at laft with a Keennefs of Logic, that cuts 
both Back and Edge ;— They did Npx Hegvofsly^ 
therefore they did not ufe the double Doftnne \, 
And again. They pip Ue grofsly; therefore they, 
did not ufe the double Qc^rine. Many a Man 
can make out his Cppcli^flon from his own^ or 
from one $et of Principles \ but commend me to 
him who can make it o.ut from his Adverfary^s^ 
or from a^ Set of Principles. 
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l^or 'vihaf, ' fays hc;,' /j/i^/j ia the MMeDoc- 
trini f And does he then reridufly ft^pppfe^ ^hat- 
thfc double Do6lfine Was not employed in ,this 
CdSt>* Pythagoras tf^tight. the People, that he 
had really ^cfcended iiUo Hell ; a^ to bfs fefeft 
Fr:iend<;*, U mull <5f cfourfe be fdppofedi .that 
amonjgft them he created this Defcerit'as a niere 
t'icftion,. ' And what was this bu! prai?lifirig* the 
double tfeftrine?;*; ' ; ' . .' . * ' 

' ** It! would be eaTy for Men,of fo muc;h Read- 
" ing, to product Irtftances, wher^' tM Words 
** EJotmc and Exoteric are applied to Cafes of 
*'' fuch notorious Falftiood ? ** We won't ftand 
with hihi for an eafy Matter. Let b^"* tiirn ta 
thePaflage cited from Galen in the laft'Chapter. 
We. are there told that the external and internar 
Doftrine did really cenl^in'oppofite ahd repugnant 
Nbtions ? Muft it not then be;fupp6fed that one 
of them was not believed? But take which you^ 
wiTl, the double Doftrine'muft neceilirily contain 
^many Inftances.of as grofsand notorious a Fal- 
Ihood', as that I have been here expofmg. 

Weri, but he will prove thaj: there was no fe- 
ci:et of Jiidden Notion in this Cafe: *• The efo^^ 
^^ /mr Doctrine was what the Difciples of the' 
Pliiloibphers were let into. Now, bow does it' 
appear that Pythagoras ever let his Difiriples'' 
into the Truth, that he only pretended to have 
•* gone into the infernal Regions ? Did his ft- 
** mous ipfe dixit prevail here ?'* p. 1 1. 

How does it appear that Pythagoras had any; 
Difclples at all ? If he had no other News to tell 
them than what he taught the People, he had no 
Need of any, nor they of him. But I had befl 
ilop hert. For in the Humour he is in, his next 
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Qucftion perhaps may be *^ How do we know 
** that Pythagoras himfcif did not believe h\i 
•* own Story ? '• And then, I confefs, he woultf 
griavel me. ** Or did his femous ipfe dixit pre?* 
•* vail here ? ".Does the Doftor then really thint 
his Difciples fo fupinely credulous that they would 
have believed this ftrange Story, unlefs their^ 
Matter had interpofed his ip/e difcit ? From what? 
ftrange Sympathy of Heart or Underftanding, f 
^ould fain know, does he infer, that thefe Difci- 
ples were fb violently given to the believing Side ? * 
But to convince us that the double Doftrihc* 
had no concern in the prdent Cafe, hf adds^ 
** Is his Defccftt into the infernal Regions, and 
** his .no Delcent, one and the fame DdHrine? 
This is the old Quibble over again. Mr. fFar- 
burton ufes Doftrine in the Scnfc of the Subject 
of Debate : Dr. Sykes in the Senfe of Fropofttioni 
The Subje^ i^f Debate hy the Defcent of Pytha- 
goras into Hell. The public Doftrine affirms that 
this Defcent was aftual and real : The private 
treats it as a mere Fidtion. But furely both Do- 
clrincs relate to one and the fame SubjeH : If the 
Doftor be difputing againft himfcif, much may 
be faid. But if he will argue againft me or againft 
Mr. fF. he muft ufe the Words in Mr, fF.'s Senfe. 
For all Mr. ^,V and my. Arguments reft on that 
Senfe ^ Seft. 

*> '* It was a popular Do£lrine, fays Dr. S. ufcd by PytUfa* 
*' goraj, that there were Punifhments in the infernal Regions. 
" Take now the /ami DoArinc, one and the fame, and treat it 
" fcientificalfyt yoa cannot here fay there will be no Punifh- 
** ments hereafter, or that the Soul will be abforpt or anni- 
•* hilated. For this is not the fame Doftrine, handled in a 
*' different Manner, but quite a different Dodrine." p. *i 2. 

I am fo tired with this fenfelefs. fhamelefs Sophifm per- 
petually blundered in to cloud and darken the cleared Propo- 
iition that ever was advanced, (namely '' that the Philofo- 
[' phers faid one thing while they believed another, and to 

0^4 •* cover 



Scft. 3. I will now proceed to another In- 
ftance in the iame Sedl. The common Doflrine 
taught that the Souls of Men were dooo^ed 
Co pa(s into other Bodies, si a Punifhment for 
their Sins in this Life. The Philpfc^er^ tbeiiv- 
ielves fometimes inculcate this Notion ^ but then 
they fometimes give a different Account of this 
Do&rine : Souls are to migrate into other Bodies, 
by a mere fhjfical and natural Neceffity, and not 
by way of Punifhment. Here then are two con- 
tmry Notions of a future State ; the one fuppofes 
a moral Purpofe and Defign \ the other gives ai! 
topurejfecejftty. Muft not thefe Dodrines be 
founded on oppofite and repugnant Principles I 
Muft not the Philofophers, when they preach 

** cover their Commerce of Deceit empkjred their Method 
^ of the double DoClrine^) that I ihould not have quoted this 
Pailkge bat for another Purpofe, which is to illaftrate our 
])odor*s great Knowledge in the Principles of the Greek Phi- 
lofophy. " You cannot fay, here win be no PunilhmeBCf, 
** or the Soul will be ahforpt or annihilated!^ — ** Abforpt or 
*' annihilated.** He confiders them, you fee, as one and the 
fame thing ; and fuppdfes that the Soul was to be annihilated^ 
when it was refolved into the divine Nature. T%e Re/mfion we 
do indeed often hear of; *cis mention*d a» the Dodrine of P^- 
ih^oroj and his Followers : But as to this Principk of Amnihi^ 
Uuhm^ it is, I apprehend, a Difcovery of our Author*s own. 

Deum namque ire per omnes 
Terrafque tra^nfque maris, corlumque pfofundum, 
Hinc pecudes, armenta, viros, genas'omne ferarum, 
Quemque iibi tenues naicentem arceiTere vitas. 
Scilicet hue reddi deinde, ac refoluta referri ^ 
Omnia, nee tnorli eff$ locum, Virgil Georg. iv. 

We fee httt that the SonI was not to be annihilated or re- 
duced to nothing. And, what is more, wr fee that the Re- 
fitfioH was the ytry thing which was to prevent it. It is there- 
fore evident that thefe, in the Syflem of the Ancients, were 
confider*d as very different and diilinfi things In the Doc- 
tor's they are one and the fame. And who would not leave 
Antiquity, for this new Guide, and his fimple Syftem ? 

What he talks here of future PumJ^mentj is quite foreign to 
the Purpose of the prefent Argument : As to the private Oo- 
^ine on xhat Head, it properly belongs to the next Sedlion. 



i 



[ 241 ] 

up the popular Notion, [(y one thing and believe 
another f 

With regard to thefe two Migrations, it nwy 
perhaps be faid (for what is there that has rtot 
been faid^ and what is there that has been proved 
©n the Occafion ?) how do we know which was 
the popular and external, which the ' fecret and 
internal Doftrine ? But furely the very Nature of 
the Dodtrines is fufficient to point out this Di^ 
ftindtion. The phyfical Migration was of no real 
Ufe and Service %o Society, nay, was intirely 
deftruftive of it, and fo could ht only taught 
becaufc it was really and aftually belicv*d. The 
moral Migration was fb eminently ufefiil to the 
State, that the Philofophers would not have fcru- 
pled to teach it, tho* they had really difbclicv'd it. 
And ' that this was the very Cafe, we have the 
exprefs Teftimony of ftm^us LoeruSy who men- 
tions this laft as an Opinion, that was cultivated 
merely on the Score of its Utility. 

' And that the phyflcal Migration was a fecret 
and hidden Dodrine, is evident from the Man* 
ner, in which it is introduced by Ovid : 

£t quoniam deus ora movet, feqiiar ora mo^ 

ventem 
Rite deum, Delphofque meos^ ipfumque re^ 

cludam 
Mthera^ G? augufta refer abo oracula mentis^ 
' Magna, nee ingeniis evefligata priorum, 
Quaeque diu latuere^ canam', fc?^. 

Met am. 1. xv. 

Let us examine what the Do(5tor objects to this 
Reafoning. He tells me, *• I overlook theNo- 
<* tion of the twofold Doilrine ai Mr. ff^: had 
^* given it, and which was the Foundation of aH 
f that WJiS faid on this Head. The twofold 

« DoSirine 
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*5 DoHrine was cne and the fame ^ differently bandr 
** led. Now a Tranfmigration for Punifhment 
^* is a different Doftrixie from a Tranfmigration 
«< by pure N£ceffuy\ and therefore npt to the 
*' Purpofc." p. 13. The Dodor's Sopbifms are 
not for once, ^nd away, like the Politician's Lie^, 
that lads its Hour, and, when it has done ita 
Work, is heard of no more, but gives Place tq 
a. new Invention. You Ihail fometimes have your. 
Difputersof this World of fo fertile. Imaginations, 
or lo weak in Judgment as to prcfent you with ^ 
new Sophifm on tycry frcfh Eoci^ency. But this» 
wafte of good things our parfimonious Poftor con- 
demns I and when he has been at the Expence of 
It Sophifm indeed^ he knows when he is well. 
There he refts,"and employs it as conftanily as 
the Monks dp ihcxx plain Songy at Matins, Nooii^ 
and Velpers, The Honour of celebrating this 
Matter Sophifm falls to my Lot, . Mr. fVarburz 
ion has done Juftice to juft fuch anotbex 5 of the 
&me Growth and Size^ and out of the fame Nur* 
fery, the Doftor's Examination. But mine now, 
meets me fo familiarly at every turpa th^ I an^ 
grown afhamed of my Acquaintance ; and fhall 
henceforth treat it as a Stranger, with much 
Ceremony^ wherever I find it. Suppofeus, then, 
to be grown unacquainted, while I anfwer it as 
if I had never feen it's Face before. 

All that was meant by the Author of thei). Ls 
was, that the double Dodrine had ^Jingle ObjeSf^ 
or that one and the fame Subje£t was handled in 
different Conclufions. The Subjeft, in the pre- 
fcnt Gafe, was the Migration of the Soul from 
one Body to another. One way of teaching it 
was by a Migration by Punifhment ; the other a 
Migration hy pure Neceftty. Here then we have 
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given iiSi iht fam DoHrine^ under ftK^ dififcrcrf: 
CopfiderationS. t : 

" Or if^ fay5 the Doftpr, you fay that tb^ 
^^ Tfanfmigrafisn by Ne^ffity was not s Tranfmif^ 
*' graiion^ but Rifufim ^ the Soul^ — thi3 will be 
*' fo far fiom bein^ the fume Dbdtrinc, that ic' 
*« will be quite ^w//&^r.** What would thiskam^ 
ed Dodor be at ? Whence does he imagine any 
one iwill lay that the phyfical Migration and Re^ 
fufion of the Soul were one and the fame thing? 
have they not ail along in this Coojtroverfy been 
confider'd as very feparate and diftind: States i 
The thing aflferted in the Z). L, is, that the Soi4 
after Death was to migrate fucceffively from one 
Body to another for a certain Period \ and was 
after this to be refolved into the divine Suftance. 
** I muft aik here (continues the Doftor) which 
<* was the popular, and whi{:h was the fcientifical 
^* Manner of handling the Dodfine of Tranf? 
** migration? Th^ Anfwer, I fuppofe, will be, 
" the Tranfmigration for Pqnilhment, held on 
^' the Score of Utility, was the Popular.. What 
*' then was the fcientifical Manner of handling 
♦« the fame Dodrine ? The Anfuoer muji be^ that 
*• there was no Tranfmigration at all.** p. 13, 
Pray, Sir, answer for yourfdf j You will find you 
will have enough to do : And let me tell my own 
Story. I will aflure you, I (hall make no fuch 
uinfwer. But (hall tell you plainly that the fccret 
Pod^rine taught a Tranfmigration, which was 
pot fufpofed to have any moral Purpofe an4 
Pefign. 

*' Hence then (fays he) one muft conclude, 
^* that no TranfmigratioHy (he Ihould have added, 
** with Punifhment) and a Tranfmigration for 
♦' Fumjhmentj were one and the fame DoStriney 
5^ liandlcd differently,*' p. 1 3. And where would 

be 
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he the Harm, ,if you did ? Was not your Difpiitc 
with Dr. Twells about one and the fame DoArine, 
the Doffrine of Devils ? He thought the Devil 
was in the Scripture Demoniacs; and, (if that 
would make more DoSlrines than one) perhaps, 
in you too, for denying it. You thought the 
Demoniacs were no Demoniacs. Thefe, I fuppofe, 
you will grant were only different Explanations 
of the fame Doftrine. For the Scripture Doftrine 
of Demoniacs, was the Queftion. Be but fo good 
then as to allow Mr. W. the fame Latitude of 
Expreffion, in ufing DoSlrine for the Subjeft in 
queftion -, and you would giye much Eafe both to 
yourfelf and your Reader, For it muft needs be 
ungrateful to you both to keep a poor miferable 
Sophifm fo long upon the Stretch. 

Again : He tells me, " I fhodd remember 
that this ph3rfical Migration was ft ill a conti- 
nued Life:"* p. 15. But how does this ftiew 
.any Abfurdity in my Reafoning, or at all affeft 
it ? Do I not all along fuppole that the Soul was 
to live^ during tHe Courfe of theft Migrations ? 
If the Doftor would fpeak to the Purpofe, let 
him fheV that it was to live in a State of future 
Rewards and Puniftimerits. 

♦' Pythagoras (fays he) might give this Tranf- 
migration to pure Neeeffity, and yet think it 
♦* confiftent with moral Dcfignation.'* p. 15, 16. 
But where was the Difference between the common 
Tranfmigration and that of Pythagoras^ if the 
laft had a ^rioral Purpofe and Defign ? Or how 
could Diogenes Laertius mean to diftinguifli. it 
from the other, by calling it a Tranfmigration 
by Neeeffity^ if it Was fuppofed to include a moral 
View, as well as the other? 

" He {Pythagoras) tells us of a conftant 
*^ Chavge^ of things, and of Souls migrating in- 
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" U> Beafts, and Birds and other Forms. Skjp- 
.«< pofe now that he meant by the conftant Ghangc 
and Succelfion of things of the World no 
more than an eftablijh*d Order of Providence^ 
which appointed things to go on in this Man- 
ner,— then thefe two Opinions of a future 
" State may not be repugnanly but confiftent.**. 
p. 16. 

Ay, but hold a little, I may chufe whether 
I will allow oiir Doftor to fuppofe any fuch 
thing. And, this by the faireft Laws of DiC- 
putation ; hecaufe it is fuppofing the very thing 
in Difpute. And I am not at prefent in an Hu- 
mour to give him more than his Due. And his 
telling me what he intends to do with it, will be 
no great Inducement to my Compliance. For he 
fays, that> on this Suppofttion^ he will fhew thefei 
two Opinions of a future State to be conjijient ; 
or in other Words, If I will be fo kind to grant 
him, what he cannot prove, that the Metempfy- 
chofis of Pythagoras had a moral Purpofe and 
Defign, he will then prove againft me, what at 
prefent he is forced to take for granted, that it 
was not merely Phyfical ^. 

Seflr. 

« Another Argument, alledged to (hew, that thefe Migra- 
tions had a moral Purpofe and Defign, is, '* that they might, 
" in the rs^oiion of Pythagoras, be confillent with the Soul'* 
** Return at laft into God, after it has undergone thefe va- 
" rious Changes.'* p. 1 6. Who ever protended to fay that 
thefe two Notions were not confident ? Or that the Soul was 
not to be refolved into the divine Subilance, when thefe Mi- 
grations were over ?^Bat how will this prove, that thefe Migra- 
tions had a moral Purpofe and Defign ? 

But, '* fuppofing, fays the Do^or, that there is a real Op- 
*' pofition between this Metempfychofis and the Dodirine of 
" future Punilhmentsj yet the Philofop hers might not fee it." 
p. 1 5. To this I reply, it is a plain Fa6l that they really did 
fee it, becaufe they reprefent this Tranlmigration, as incon- 
faO-fit with the Belief of future Punifhmcnts. 

Again: 
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Seft. 4. We will go to the Stoics for a fourth 
Inftance : As to the Refyfion of the Soul* we have 
Ibewn that they fuppofed it to be a State of mere 

, Infen- 

Again : ** Pytbagatai (ays, Soub altuafs iw, which could 
•* not be, if the Refufion into God implied a State of Inreii<* 
*• Ability." p. 16. This, I fuppofe, is urged to (hew that the 
ReRifion of the Soul into the divine SublUnce was not tode- 
iboy its perfonal and dtftinA Exiftence. To which 1 may an- 
fwer, that this Notion of the Refufion, whether it be /rwf of 
fkifi^ is of no Confequence to the main Point we are hen de- 
bating. We are only inquiang what Pythagoras thought of 
the Soul, during the Time of its Migrations from one Body 
to another ; during the Interval between Death and th!tt 
time, when it was to be refolved into the divine Subfiance. 

I will iuft take Notice of fome remarkable Paflages in the 
fourteenth Page. " The popular Notion of a future State taught 
^ by Pytbag0raS' was,, that Tranfmigration was for Puniih- 
** ment ^ that a Coward^s Soul was to paTs into a Woman^s 
•* Body, dff. This, it fecms, Pythagoras did not believe^ 
•• But h(Av 'will this heprotved^* Honu proved^ does he fay ? • 
Why. as all pad Fafts are, or (hould be proved, by good 
credible Evidence. And, of this, we have the beft, if that 
will fatisfy him, the ancient 7im^us^ who exprefsly fays* 
that all this was a mere Fiftion, and inculcated only in order 
to reftrain the Populace from Vice. 

" We have, from Ot^/V, Words given to Pythagoras him- 
«* felf } and it is certain (this Author tellsus To) that they coti* 
••^»in his Notion." Jf this^was faid to fupport what I con- 
tend for> it might have been done with fomething more In- 
genuity : if It was faid to confute me, he has ftrangc ill Luck x 
ibr, to ufe his own Words, Can any one^ not <wilfully^ blind help 
feeingy that Pythagoras could not believe the moral Account of 
a future State, if thefe Words contained his real Notion ? 

But does not Oi;r<f fay, *• the Soul is to live after it is gone 
«* out of the Body?" To which I reply, the Queftion is 
whether it was to live in a State of Rewards or Punifttments. 
He a&s again, " How is it poffiblc to prove that Pythagoras 
" did w/ belie^ve what he here fays ? " But againft whom is he 
difputing? Do I not all along affirm i\ax Pythagoras did be- ^ 
Ueh;e it ? Does not my Argument receive its whole Force 
from this very Suppofition ? 

•* His Account of his own Tranfmigration, (fays the Do6lor) 
*' hisAffarance that the Soul was always the fame, fcfc. ftiew 
*• the Rcafon of his rejedting the common Opinion of a fu-' 

" lure 
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IhfenfibiWty. It is however allowed on all Hands^ 
that this was the fecret Dodrinc with regard to 
a future State. If fo, muft not the private have 
been direftly oppofue and repugnant to the pub- 
lic Teaching ? The one n>€ntions a future State 
with Rewards and Punifliments j the other a fu- 
ture State without them. Do we not again meet 
with contrary PropoGtions ? Was it poflible for 
the Philofophcrs in this Cafe, mt to fay one thing 
4nd think another ? 

To this the Doftor replies; " I do not think 
" n>yfelf concerned to explain what the Stoics 
** meant by, being remixed in the divine Nature^ 
** or returning into the whole^^^ p. 17. It is dif- 
ficult to know what one of thefe Anfwerers does. 



** twe State.'^ What was his Account of his awn Tranfmi-^ 
gration \ That he had been firft JEthalidts the Son of Mer- 
cury J and» having got leave of that God to beg^ whatever he 
pleafed, he a&ed to remember his feveral Tranihiigrations. 
Sometime after he was Eufhorhus^ then Hermotimut^ then a 
Fi(herman of DeUs named Pyrrbus, and lad of all Pythagoras^ 
with the Memory of all. thefe things, and what he had fuf- 
fered in Hell^ and what other Souls fiiHer there. Was this 
rcjeding the common Account of a future State? Why, it was 
the very common Account itfelf. 

The Dodor, in this very Page, aflerts, that Pythagoras rc- 
je&ed the Notion of Styx, and all the other Figments of the 
Poets, and fubftituted in their room another Do6lrine of a 
future State. He reje6led all the Figments of the Poets. And 
for what? to fubftitute in himfelf, if you will credit our 
profound Do^lor, the Belief of a Figment of his own. I 
mean of his own adopting. For in reality it was one of thefe 
very Figments of the Poets from which our Dodtor would 
withdraw it, and iet it in Oppoiition to them. 

Laftly he fays, that Pythagoras made an Innovation and 
Refinement in the common Dodlrine of a future State ; and 
this by introducing the Metempfychoiis. Pythagoras muft 
therefore have invented either the moral or the phyfical No- 
tion on this Point. Now the moral was known long before 
his time, he muft therefore be Author of the phyJlcaL And 
thus in good time the Doctor and I are agreed. 

* or 
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or does not 9 think bimfelf concerned to do. And 
more difficult, (till, to underftand him, when he 
has done it. Otherwife I fhould think it hard 
that he will neither anfwer the mpft eflendal Ar- 
ticles of my Dcfenfe, nor yet give up the Point. 
*' Only this (fays he) I would obferve, that Py- 
*• tbagoras conceived the Soul to live, notwith- 
ftanding his Notion of the Refufion of it into 
God/* Notivithftandingy does he fay? Why 
this very Refufion fuppofed Life. Matter is a 
dead, and Spirit, a Hying Subitance ; according 
to them, diicerped from the Fountain of Life. 
, This difcerped Portion had Life before its fepa- 
rate Exillence, and muft have Life after it. The 
Queftion then is not whether the Soul always 
lives J but whether it always lives in a diJtinS Ex^ 
iSleme. Could he bring Pythagoras faying this, 
it had been to the Purpofe.— But our Doftor*s 
Criticifm is as bad as his Philofophy. . He thus 
proves that Pythagoras faid " Souls always live.** 

Morte carent zmm^Cyfemperque^ priore relida 
Sede,novisdomibusvivunt, habitantque receptae. 

He takes the Word femper in the moft ftrift 
and rigorous Senfe. And now fee the Confe- 
quence ; he muft of Courfe confine the Soul to 
thefe. Migrations, from one Body to another, 
during the whole Period of its Being. On this 
Suppofition it was never to be relblvcd into the 
divine Subftance ; how then will he prove that 
it was to live after this Refufion ? 

But fuppofing the Stoical Notion of a Refufion 
. was inconfiftent with the Belief of a future State, 
*< it muft (he fays) be proved that the Stoiisfaw 
*' this Repugnancy before you can infer that they 
** openly held one Doftrine, and privately be- 
" lieved another/* p. i8. But now, what have 
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I been dotng, if I have not (hewn that they not^ 
only clearly and fully faw this Inconfiftency, but 
even contended for it ; urging this Refufioa as a' 
Proof that the Soul was no longer to remain a fe- 
parate and diftinft Exiftence ? And what was he. 
doing, if he did not fee this? Doinjg? Why he 
vr^ anfwering. • 

Page 19. he afks^ *' Whether thefe repugnant 
*'.Doftrines are maintained by the fame Perfohs, 
" or by diflpcrent ones/* Next to the egregious • 
Impertinence of this Queftion, would be the an-* ^ 
fwering it. Let us think then we only hear old' 
Mother Cbkane in her Dotage 5 and proceeds 

But this (fays the Doftor) might be owing to 

want of Accuracy, Rant^Carelef&efSyi change' 
** of Sentiment, and not to the double Doftrine." ^ 
As well as he loves his Philofophers, I believe he^ 
would give them every Sin in the Decalogue to' 
charge it vip9n, fo he could keep off the Z>&Ki/-? - 
DoStrine. But I will fhew him prc&ntly, ichar^ 
even upon his own Principles, this RefuHom^wa^ 
a private and hidden DoiStriiie. .;....* 

But the Language of the Stoks on this Article 
is fd very dark and myfterious, that, in the Opi- • 
nion of the Doftor^ " it is very hard to fay what ' 
*« they .meant." 19,20. Was this, now, aFadV, 
what plainer Account could be ^iven of the Caufe * 
of it than the Ufe pf the double DoSirine^? And* 
for this very Reafon, not to mince the Matter, I 
fufpeft the Dodor himfelf of the double DoSlrine^i 
Nor let this offend him ; for I know no other 
way of laving his Credit than by fuppofing chefe • 
Pamphlet^ to be in the Number of his Exoterus* - \ 
However, a$ dark and myfterious as tht Sn>ical^ 
Language may appear to him^ I have fhewn thai; 
feverai Writers of the fitft Name thought it very 
plfliin and eafy j that they: undcrftood it in thcr 
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•Very Senfe I here contend for. And, what is more^ 
I bave-proved, by numerous Tellimonies, thit they 
underllood it rightly. And does the Do6i:or 
fancy, his thread-bare faying that the Language 
of the Sfvics is dark and myjierious is a fufficient 
Ahfwcr to all this ? The darker the better, mc- 
• thinks, for fuch a Writer, whole Talent lies not 
in confuting what his Adverfary does fay ; but in 
ipeking^him fay, what he thinks he can confute. 
♦If ;tben::a Writer fo fond of Controverfy, and fo 
franaed for groping in the Dark, leaves me in 
Pofleflion of all my Fafts and Teftimoniea, I cart 
think but of one Reafbh for his Forbearance. 
; But to come to his capital ObjeSioii ; ^^ How 
** (fays, he) does it appear that the Refufion of 1 

^ *• the Soul was the fecnt DoStrine with Regard ' 

*^ to a future State, when this Notion is publijhe^, 
^^ cptnlj in their Books, and made no Secret of? 
•• Or which way 0}all we diftinguifh.a fecret Eto- 
ftrii^c from an open one, if both are equally 
publifhed in their Books?'' p. iS. Again t 
Was it then (the Refufion) a feeret Doih-ine^ 
'*^ and yet openly avowed in all their Books? 
*^ And Adtf^fiinu publickly declared by them all ? -^ 

*^ Could a Dodrine be more properly vulgar, i 

" than to have \t divulged in all their Books ? • i 

•« Strange Secret ! that every Body knew, and ^ 

that every Body was let into, and every Book- 
fellerfs Shop contained a full Account of.** 
p. 20. > , 

: A& to the metaphyfical Principle, which 
teaches that the Soul is truly and properly a 
'Part of vGod ^ that it was taken from him, and 
will be again abforbed and refolved into him ; I 
did indeed ofSbr it as a private Notion, imagining 
that I had the Do6tor*s Leave to do fo : As he 
himfelf has coniidered it in the very, fame Light. 
V • For 
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fSr vhat does ht make the fecret Dodtrine of thfi 
Soti^ ? Why^ 'trs a " decp> fubtile, mctaphyfical^ 
** abftrufe Notion** on this Point. Now' what 
" deep, fubtile, metaphyfical, abftrufe Notion*^ 
oF the Soul 'was there befides that I .am here ex- 
plaining ^ ? In another Place ;he^ells us «^ the 
philoffiphic Notion Was that all things ajofe 
from one, and would be refohued tntcf'o^ 
again ^^ I do not apprehend (fays he) that 
** the People of the Jews^ or arty oth& Nat ion ^ , 
'* enterM into the pbtlofophical Notion of the 
" Soul^s returning into Godj or into the I'd^v or 
" TO ar<tv,' or whatever Whims much later Ages 
"than what we are now :^eaking of Jjroduced.*'; 
Examination^ p. 52. He is, I hope, fcnfible by^ 
this time, that I have all along been irguirig or^ 
his pwn'Cbhceflioi^; that I have only been in- 
forcing an Argument' ^^ iominem: It is thcri a 

^'Syhs^s Sxamirmtion^' p* 86. t02. l^e* ^Cormtxton of 
Set. Mkd Rt^^al.JUligkm, p* 393^ '* If iie treated » Sobjed' 
'* e(9teric^|ly,, he treated. it actording to the ilri^ Rea^ns 
** of things, .according tojhi Itiatitrii of the, Soul; in.fhort, ac-^ 
** cotding to the Rules of the idott profound Tindi fubtile Philo. 
**'l^hy, «r ^hkbtfotftk DoSrinn amfifiedy Examinati&ni 

)). too. :. 'f tNbtfons of thfe mote ahfit^afi and pr^onnd Philnfo* 
•*fliy,. fuch as ^re properly ^;(«/<r?>^/.T' pag. i6f. V id. too p, 
1C>3[. 4, 6. Npw does it not appear from all thefe Charadlers 
and Defcfiptions of the fecret Dodfine^ th^t the metaphyfical ' 
Speculations of tlie Phitofophers afaroeitthe Soul Were To many ^ 
h]idde)^'atul.pTivaOfiNottoiisl Tbefe taught that theS<HtVvfas - 
ofche Very fame Nature and SubSance with God, truly and . 
properly a Part of him, aftually difcerped from him and would 
agam.be relolved into hiito. ' Now are not theffe vtry fubtile * 
Mfirk^ afid 'profound Doftrities ? Do they not treat tte Soul ' 
a(rctircliiig^:ta:the moft fuiiiU and proftmwd Philofophy ? ar« 
they not therefore! by his own Definition, private and efoteric 
Notions ? . . 

% In his Connexion f t^c. p. 363. bfc. he gives this as thef 
snetetphjlfical arrd fbihfi^k Nquor of the Soiil. It was there- 
fott, even upon ^ oiyn Pjriiicip}e8» the privaite Notion. 

. . R 2 Point 
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Point agreed between us, that this Rcfufion jswif 
a private Doftrine. Whatever therefore the t)o- 
ftor urges to prove the Negative, will have the 
iame Force againft his own Hypothefis as againft 
mine. It is equally incumbent on him, as on me, 
to (hew that this was really and aftually a private 
Doftrine. If this open 'Publication^ as he calls it, 
makes any thing againft my Notion, ho^ can it 
poffibly fupport his ? - 

. 2. The Difficulty does not reft here : Jt is eafy 
to point out other Principles, which are clearly 
and fully mentioned by ancient Writers, and yet. 
the Doftor himfelf will confefs that they were^ 
private and hidden Notions. " Flato thought 
** there were fome I'ruths which it was not fit the 
** People Jhould know ; e. g. that the World is 
" not to be intrufted with the true Notion of God, 
** ^devola in like manner thought, that thePeo- 
*' pie were not to be intrufted with the Secret that 
" Hercules J jEfculapiuSi Caftor^ Pollux^ were not 
" Gods^ but had teen mortal Men/* Exam.,pv 
127. Let me then aflc the Doftor, does not 
Plato, do not a thouland Authors of Antiqtiity, 
mention this very Notion of the true God in, their 
Writings ? Does not Scavola^ do not many of 
the moft' celebrated Writers in the old World, 
explain and open in their Books this Secret with 
regard to the popular or Hero Gods ? . 

I may add here, that thefc two Dodrincs were 
the very Secret of the great Myfteries ; no Body 
therefore, I prefume, will imagine that thefe 
were popular and common Notions. — It is then 
notorious and allowed on all Hands, that thefe 
two were fecret and hidden Notions 5 this is evi- 
dent from the Do6bor's own Conceffion ; from 
the Tcftimonies of PlatOj Scavola^ i^c. I muft 
therefore call upon him to explain, whence it . 
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comes that they are publifhed in the Writings of 
the Ancients ? Any clear Solution that he (hall 

})leale to afford us of this Difficulty, will equally. 
erve to give us an Account, why the Refuj/ion 
too might be confidered as a private Doftrine, 
and yet be adtually infcrted in the ancient Wri- 
tings. 

And here I could wifh the DoSor would look 
about him, and confider what Sort of Argument 
he is employing :, If it proves againft me that the 
Refufion was no fecret Doftrine, it will with 
equal Force prove the fame againft himfelf., 
What indeed will it not prove ? It will proVc 
that the very Secrets of the Myfteries, the No* 
tion of the one God, &c. were all public and open 
Doftrines. 

To confider it again in another View. The 
good Doftor is puz2:Ied to account for this ancient 
Management, that the fecret and hidden Dogfrines 
cf the Phllofophers Jhould be puhlickly avowed in 
their Writings which lay open in every Bookfeller^s 
Shop. Yet if his Word may be taken, he has 
himfelf fupplied us with the Solution of his own 
Difficulty > for of the Stoics he fays, that their 
Language is fo very dark and njyfteriousj ' that it is 
very hard to Jay what they meant. * We find then 
the efoteric Doftrine might be well intrufted to.. 
Bookfellers Shops, nay even to the Doftor's own 
Study, and no body the wifer for jt. 

3. But again, the Suppofition, on which the 
Doftor all along argues, is, that no Principle 
could be publilhcd iji :the Writings of the An- 
cients, and yet efcape the Knowledge of the VuU 
g^r. I have juft fhewn that this is ftrangely in- 
confiftent with the very Account which he him- 
felf gives of the fecret Doftrincs. I will now 
ihew that it plainly contradt^ what the beft Wri- 
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.. tcra of Antiquky have fadrf on this Suhjoa:; Whea 
Vlato opens and explains the true Notion of God,, 
did he deiign this for the Information of the Peo* 
pie, and yet declare that the People were not to bt 
intrufied with it ? When Scavola lays that the 
Populace was not to be acquainted with the true 
^nd real Origin of the Hero Gods, is it pofllbie 
to conceive he intended . thai this very Paffage 
* ihould come to the Knowledge of the Vulgar ? 
When Cicero exprefsly lays that the Points difp 
i culTed in his Books could not Be debated before 

the People, will any one fuppofe that he would 
fuffer thcfe very Books to be in the Hands of the 
People ; to lie on every Bookfeller^s Stall, open 
and expofed to all who would chufe to read 
tfiem^? ' 

Gaien 

^ Int^Iligebat Cicero falfa t^^ quas homijies adorarent ; 
nam. cum mutta dixiiTet, qtuc ad everiione^i religiooum vale- 
rent^ ait tajnen,. noft effe iUa 'vntgf dyfutandA, ne fuf^pas pub* 
^ li^relighms dijjnttath t»iis exibtgtuu. La6:antius Div. Infia,^. 

^ * And here let the Dc&or turn to P/ato, S€ie<vola, and Cicera^ 

^ and queftion them with the fante In/olence of Superiority that he 

, dbci me. •* Were thefe then fecret Doctrines, and yet openly 
•* avowed io your Wrilings ? Could Doftrines be more pro- 
'Vperly vulgar, than to have them divulged in your Wri-r 
^ ''^ings } Strange Secrets f thjU every Body knew, and thaC 

*' cvtxy Body was.kt into, and every Bookfellfer's Shop conr 
^ ** taincd a full Account of.'* Would this be deemed good 
Reafoning againft Fiato, ^awvhy and Cicero f if not, what 
is it to the Purpofe of oar prcfem Argument ? 
^ ,Iii another Place, Icpeakingof the Refufion, he fays, *^ Do 

•* not the ^u^ics openfy in their Books own this Dodlrine ? ,doe$ 
*''not Senec/Hy does not JfHoniiius pablicly teach it? it h pub- 
*' lyhtd in their ^ooks, and their Boicxks were common to 
f' all.'* p. 17. 

But, kt a>c a& in my Turn* whence did the Doftqr leam 
that Antoninus defigned his Meditations for the Public^ and did 

not cpmpofe them for his own Ufe \ j had brought too two 

Pa'<fl^ges from two oiSeneed's Epiftles with regard to thia very 

ffm- MA IVJhfSlce ^ \\isi Jhi&m knm tto Sauca pub.. 
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Gakn aad. Clemens of Alexandria^ Jbotfi -mform 
us that the Philofophers defined fome Books for 
. their Difciples only and feled Friends. Does the 
Doctor admit this DiftiniStion ? If he does^ upon 
what pounds does he infer, that whatever tivas 
pubiiihed, was publiflied to every 'Body. And If 
Books might be publiihed, atfH yet not publiOied 
to every Body, what becomes of the Ar^ment I 
am here examining ? 

What will our Dodor fay to the Verfesof P^r- 
menides ? Do not the Ancients theEafelves tell us. 
that when he addrefTed himfelf to the Midciiude, 
he was forced to deliver a quite oppofite and <c6n*- 
trary Dodtrine ^ But what occafion for this, if tht 
People had been aftually poflefled of the Princir 
pies laid down in thefe Verfes ? 

As to. the philofophical or fecret Notion of a 
fiiture State, the Doiftor himfelf is pleafed to ^ 
fcrt that it excludes the Notion of Styx^ Acheron^ 
(^c. {Exam. p. 99.) and, I dare fay, he will not 
deny, that this £xclufion is often mentioned in 
the Writings of the old Philofophers* 

Where then is the Difference between the Do- . 
£lor and myfclf ? Does not he fuppofe that the fe- 
cret Doctrine of a future State is publiflied in the 
Books of the Ancients, as well as I ? If then it be 
faid that the Philofophers would not infert a pri- 
vate Notion in their Writings, the Doctor him* , 
feif is as much obligecjl to reconcile and explain 

lifhed thdb Epijllesto allih Woridt Does he not remember 
the Paflage, in which Seneca himfelf declares that he pradifed 
the double Dodlrine on this Subjedl. D, L, vol. i. p. 346^ 7. 

With refpe6l to thefe two Writers, I muft inform the "Do* 
ftor» that the true Notion of God is fometimes. mentioned in 
their Books : But will he infer from hence, in direct Contra- 
ciidion to his oWn Hypotheiis, th^ (his was a public Do- 
^rine? 

R 4 this 



this as I am ; it is his Bufinefs to fuppl/ me With 
a proper Anfwer to this Objeftion, as his own 
Hypothefis cannot ftand without one. 

But after all, this is a mere imaginary Diffi-. 
culty, and arifing, as moft Difficulties of this 
Nature do, from an utter Ignorance of Anti- 
quity. It is fad tHkt at this time of Day, he mufl: 
be told, that in early Antiquity the forwarded 
Writer or raoft enterprifing Bookfeller never had 
fuch a Thought as of a general Publication to fur- 
jiifti Shops and Warehoufes. If a Man wrote 
any thing for the People, thofe who would might 
take a Copy of it : If, only a fFord to the Wife^ 
it was communicated under the Seal of Secrecy. 
As to- thofe Works, which were fit neither for 
one nor the other^ they came and went unob-» 
ferved juft as the Dodlor's Pamphlets do now. 
And where is the difficulty m all this * ? 

CHAP. 






^ I muft take Notice of two things with regard to the double 
Dodrines. i . I do not imagine, it was ever exercifed in fo 
conftant and uniform a manner, th^it the private Notions were 
never difclofed, or came to the Knowledge of the People. Em^ 
pedocles and feveral others are upon Record for having t>ub* 
liihTd add divulged them, contrary to the general and common 
Cuft6m of thofe Times. 

2., As the Times grew more licentious and corrupt, they 
were concealed with lefs Care and Circumfpe£lion than before. 
Cafar indeed ventured to declare againft a future State in full 
Senate ; and the moft fober Writers of that Age took greater 
Freedoms in ridiculing the national Religion than would have 
been allowed in better Times. However we are not to ima- 
gine that the double Doctrine was intirely laid afide. Cicero^ 
in one of his philofophical Difcourfes, takes great Pains to ri« 
dicule and ejtpofe tjie popular Divinities; but then he declares 
that he would not have ufed the fame Liberty in public; or have 
^lade the fame* Declarations before the People. Seneca^ long 
after this, laughs very freely at the Religion of his Country, 
and yet incukates a conftant Adherence to its Rites as the Duty 
pf all ^ood Citizens. Quas omnia fapiens fervabit» tanquam le- 
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CHAP. XIV. 

^e other Injiances a Hedged in thejirft Editim 
'oindicated from the Exceptions of Dr. Sykcs. , 

LET us proceed to my fifth Inftance. We 
have fhewn in the foregoing Sheets that the 

•^ • gibas jufla, non tanquaro diis grata,— Omncm iftam ignbbi' 

km Deorum turbam, quam longoaevo, longa ruj>erIlitiocon- 
gefiity fic adorabimus, ut meminerimtts caltum ejus magis^d 
morem, quam ad rem pertirieve. Augw/tm. Di C. D. W. lo. 
Would he *thu5 prefs and recommend the Obfervance of the 
public Religion, while he himfelf confidered it as a mere Fic- 
tion, lin^efshe had ftill pradifed the double Dodrine, or held 
it lawful^to fay dhe thing, wheh he thought another ? 

3. It appears therefore that they were very careful to fecretp 
and preferve their real Notions from the Knowledge of the Peo« 
pie. , And th^ very Reafon afligned for the Concealment, of 
thefe Principles does, I think, hold equally for the Concealment . 
of that, by which they denied a future State. The firft were 
not to be opene4 and difcovered, becauie they would have 
been very hurtful and pernicious to the People. And was not 
the lad Notion as improper for their Information as the firft 
could poffibly be? It certainly was, becaufe the Ancients 
' looked upon a future State as the main Bulwark and Support 
of Civil Society. 

I have the Pleafure to find this Reafoning confirmed by a 
Writer exquiiitely well ikilled in the Syllems of the Ancients 
* The learned Baylt colledts many Inftances, in which they 

deny all future Punifhrnentsj however he fuppofes that tfiis 
Dodlrint, th^ tuhUflj^d in their Writings^ was kept from the 
Knowledge of the Vulgar. Je ne croi pas que les igmrmu 
aient connu ce Syfleme, &c. Jtepon/t au ptefiicusd*un Provin- 
cial, vol. iv. p. 324^ 

On the whole, what I muft chiefly defire the Reader to re- 
cplled and take along with him, 19, i. That the double Do- 
^rine was never praAifed with fo much Vigilance and Ckre, 
as cmftanthg and at all timts to keep the fecret Notions from , 
die Knowledge of the People. 

2. 'I'hat as the times grew more degenerate, it would of - 
Courfe be estercifed with lefs Caution ;md Keiierve \ li^wever . 
the Inftances abovementioned do plainly prove that it ^MAfiill 
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Ancients fometimes m^ke the Soul God ; but it ,.\ 

s likewife obvious that they fometimes urge and 
infift that the Soul is not God, Here then are two 

« 

different Dodlrines on the very fame Subjeftj 

and is it not evident that they muft of Courfe \ 

proceed on contrary Propofitions ? For the Faft, 

on which I build this Argument, I appeal to the 

following Paffages of Cicero. Mens cujufque is 

eft qaifque ; non ea figura quse digito mondrari ^ 

poteft. Z)^«w te igiturfcitoeffe; fiquidem Deus \ 

cfl: qui viget, qui fentit, qui meminit, qui provi* 

det, qui tarn regit et moderatur, et movet id 

corpus^ cui prgepofitus eft, quam hunc mundum 

ille princeps Deus. Somn, Scip. 8. 

tn his firft Tufculan he fpeaks another Lan- 
guage, Ergo animus (qui, ut ego dico, divinus) eft, 
lit Euripides dicere audei Deus. c. 26. Do not 
the two Paflages relate to the very fame Subjcft ? 
does not the laft cenfurc and arraign the !>> 
ftrine of the firft ? does not the one plainly affert, 
and the other as plainly deny the Divinity of the 
human Soul ? Had I not therefore Reafon to fay 
that the two Dodkrines muft necefiarily go upoq 
contrary Propofitions ? 

To this the Doftor objefts two things, x. Ci- 
ctro in the firft PafTage ufes the Word Deus in $ 
metaphorical and figurative Senfe : Let him fpeakr 
for himfelf. ^^ He fays the Ancients fbmetimes 
** make the Soul God. For this no other Injlance 
is produced but a Pajfage of Cicero,'* p. 2 1 . But 
why does be fay, I have produced only one Paf- 
fage? " We have fhewn (fay I) in tht forego^ 
** ing Sheets^ that the Ancients fometimes make 
•^ the Soul God/* When I refer to th^foregO" . I 

ing Sheets^ muft I not be fuppofed to mean the ^ 

vii*^ and viii*^*^ Chapters of this Book ? and in thefe • 

I have 
© 
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I have alledged between twenty and thirty AuduW 
rities to prove, that the Soul was believed to be 
leally and aftually a Part of God. 

In thefe Chapters, I have proved, by clear and 
undeniable Teftimonies, that Plato was one <^ 
ihofe who entertained this Notion. Now ^uUy^ 
in the Paffage I have juft cited, was aftually et 
plaining the Sentiments of fkto on this very Sub- 
jed. And is not this enough to Ihew that Tf4iy • 
underftood the Word Deus in the moft literal and 
ftriaSenfe? 

However to confirm my Interpretation, I will 
offer the only unexceptionable Authority I can 
think of. He himfelf .contends that Pythagcrds 
held the Soul to be truly and properly a Part of 
God *. He will allow too that Pythagoras and 
Plato had the fame Opinion on. this Point.. Now 
Ciceroy in the PJacc from which this Paflage fs 
taken, is delivering the Dodrine of Plato : Wc 
may therefore prefume that he calls the Soul God, 
in the Senfe I have been eitablifliing. 
. 2. Whence, fays the Dodlor, do you know, 
that this was a 'private Doftrinc ? Here then I 
mufi: remind him that I was all the time urging 
a mere Argument ad hominem ; that I was rea- 
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» Connexion of Natural zn^ Re*utaled Riligim. " The old 
Notion maintained by Pythagoras and others was that tl^cre 
was one great Soal pervading all things, and that huxnaa 
'* Souls were Segments, Avulfionsy or Parts of that, fonoe how 
'Vor other (eparated and divided from it." p. 82. And for 
this he refers us to Cicero De N. DA, i» and quotes the&motts 
Pafiage» Pythagoras, qui cenfuit animum eiTe per naturam re- * 
rom omnium intentum &c. Obferve now the Perveriity of 
this learned Man. He will not allow that more than twentjr 
PaiTageSi when idledged by me, are enough to prove this very 
thing ; and yet one, when produced by himfelf, is fufficient for 
this Purpofe ; and, what is moft ttmajuU^le, it is one of thofe 
Tittry Paffig^ I ^yW cite. 

foning 
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fonirig on the very Principles which fie himfelf 
lays ddwn. Cicero ftates and explains the famous 
Argument of Plata, to prove the Immortality of 
the Sou] \ and has not the Doftor himfelf told us 
that this was a private and efoteric Notion ? Why 
then does he quarrel with me for faying the fame 
• thing ? 

, I will now beg leavl to inforce an Argument of 

• Mr. fVdrburton^Sj which the learned Dr. Sykes has 
not vouchfafed to anfwcr, or even to mention. 
But how light focver he may make of it, the Pub- 
lic may poffibly'be of Opinion, that it did not 
dcferve to be treated with fo much Negleft. How- 
ever let the Divine Legation fpeak for itfelf, 
*« We have feen the Philofophers of every Seft, 
**. one while fpeaking dircftly for, and another 
•• while as diredly againft a future State of Re- 
** wards and Punifhments, without intimating 

«^ " the lead Change in their Principles, or mak- 

'' ing the leaft Hefitation in their Profeffions ; 

*^ fo that either we muft hold them, guilty of the 

• ,** moft grofs and vifible Contcadiijlions, which 

** their Charafters will not fufFer us to conceive 

g •^ of them J or elfc admit the Explanation given 

" above of the double Doffrine, and the diffe- 
** rent Methods of the exoteric and efoteric Dif- 
^ •* cipline^.** 

The Dodbor will not charge thefe various Pro- 
fejfions to the Ficklenefs and Inconftancy of the old 
Philofophers. His Reverence and Regard for the 
^Men will not fuffer him to do this ; befides, this 
would intirely defeat his own Scheme, as he un- 
dertakes to prove that the Philofophers believed 
a future State of Rewards and Punifhments ^ 

} Divine L^ation^ VQJ. i. p. 403. 
^ . c See his Principh and Connexion of Natural, and Rtvialed - 

RiUzien* 

He 
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He muft then have Recourfe to the d^tiile Do- 
Urine. And here I would know what he will do. 
with thofe Paflages in which the Phiiofophers pro- 
fefi their Difbelicf of another Life. They muft 
cither make part of the public or the private DoV 
ftrine. Will he affign them to thcfirjl ? No : 
They contradift the very Purpofe and DeCgn of 
this Doftrine i as it ufed conftiantly to jeconimend. 
. and inforce the Notion of a future State. And yet 
if he gives them to the private Doftrine^ he him* 
fclf overturns- his whole* Argument; he himfelf 
gives a Proof that the Phiiofophers aSiuallyfaid 
£mc thing and helieved another. For it is obferv- 
able, that thefe Paflages ftrike at the very Eflence 
and Foundation of. a future State 5 they do not 
only explode the common and popular Accounts ; . 
they not only difcard the Fables of Elyjium^ Styx^ 
Acberonr and Cocytus : They evidently go much 
fiirther, they exclude evefy pqffible Mode and No-- 
tion of another Life ^. If therefore he gives thefe . 
to the private Doftrine, he muft fuppofe that this . 
Doftrine excludes the Belief of another Life ; he. 
muft therefore fuppofe that it goes on a contrary 
Propofition, to what he himfelf calls the public 
Doarine ; or, in other Words, he muft confefs 
that there are feveral Inftances, in which the Phi- 
iofophers actually faid one thing and believed an- 
other. — And yet he has challenged all the World 
to, produce onefuch Inftance ; he has himfelf em- 
ployed about eighty Pages, to prove that no fuch 
Inftance can poffibly be produced. 

' Efubarmus reprefents Death as a State, in which he could 
hav€ no poffible IntereftorConcern.-— — yr/;^d//ipfays " that 
**-it is the final Period of Exiftencc, and that there is neither 
** Good nor E^Ufor ihe dead Man to dread or hope^ And as to 
the 5/otVj, their Language is, l^uttis defunRum malis aJfici. 
M^rs omnium dohrum l^ Jolutio ejl \^ finii, ScnjBca ad Mar. 
c. 19. 

^ I have 
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\ have ever thought that thcfe Paflages, With 
ethers of the fame import, are clear Proofs tha^ " • • 
the two Doftrines did really go upon contrary Pro- 
pqfitions \ that they were not mere Explanations ' 

6f the fame Notion. The Gentlemen on the othci* 
Side allow, that the public Doctrine fuppofes the 
Reality of another Life ; and will they fay the 
lame of thefe Paflages ? If not, why do they in- 
lift that the two Doftrines are barely an ExpJana- ' 
lion of one and the fame Notion ? 
, But what have Dr. Sykes and Mr. Jachfon re- 
plied to this ? And here I am forry to acquaint the 
Reader, that they have afted with more Art and 
Knefle, than one'wpuld expeftfrom Men whOffe 
Minds were' open to Conviction. They all along^ 
argue on a iSuppofition that the Ancients have* 
only difclaimed the common and fabulous Ac- 
counts of another Life -, they take not the leaft 
Notice of thofe Paflages, in which they deny the 
very Being and Reality of the Life itfelf. Strange, ' 
that thefe zealous Advocates for Sincerity^ fhould' 
aft in lib very difingenuous a Manner ! But com- * 

jfiion Anfvcerers^ like common Women, do every; 
iDay thoVe things which good Manners will not 
fufFer us to call by the right Name. 

To this the Doftor replies, that, •' 1 have pro- 
*^ duced Contradiftions in fcveral of the old Peo- 
•« pie \ and no doubt one might produce Incon- 
•' nftencies and Contrarieties in Men of the beft 
*' Charafter among the moft eminent Moderns : 
" and happy is he, who keeps cleareft from fuck- 
'* common Failings. But why muft we recur to 
*« a double DoStrine to folve this Matter ? *• p. 23* 
Let me alk, i. Is it natural to imagine that ' 
the Philofophers would be conjlantly and perpetu- 
ally fhifting their Opinions on this Queftion i 
Let the Doftor point out the fame Inconfiftencies 
•' 'in 
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in bur beft modern Writers ; let him fliew that # 

they continually vary on Subjefts of this Impor^ 
tance ; and let him fhew too that they do it, with« * «: 

out giving the Reader the leaft Notice and Infor- 
mation of it. 

2. Is it allowed that thefe Moderns pradife the 
double -Dodrine.? if it is, it will be very unrea- 
ibnable to charge them with Contradidlion, when«> # 
ever they deliver oppofite Doftrines. If this is 

not allowed, the Cafe is not paralle). 

3, It is evidenr that thele various Profefllons 
were owing to the Praftice of the double Do- 
ftrine, and not to any real Contradiftion and In- 
confiftency in the Men themfelves. For what is *• • 
the Doftrine, which I contend was private and 

efoteric ? Why, the metaphyfical and abftrufe 

Notion, which the Philofophers had entertained 

concerning the human SouL According to them, 

it was ftriaiy and properly a Part of God -, was , 

to be abforbed and refolved into him ; and was, 

in Confequence of this, to lofe its feparate and di- ^ 

ftinft Exiftence. This I give as a fecret Dodtrine ; 

and in this I am fupported by the exprels Decla- ' 

ration of Dr. Sykes himfelf. For have I not Ihewn 

that he maintains the very fame thing i 

4* As to the Followers oi Pythagoras^ they had 
two Dpftrines with regard to the Metempfycho- * 
Cs, In one they taught a State of future Punilh- ' , * 

mcnts ; in the other they denied it. As to the 
firft Notion, TintdfUj Locrus affures us, that it was 
merely popular and external ; contrived and m- * 
vented only for the Sake of the People. Now af- ' 
ter fo plain and explicit a Declaration, it woukl * 
be ridiculous to imagine that they believed this* • 
Jaft Notion, whenever they preached it up to the * 
People, And if we are not to imagine this, there 
will be no room to charge them with Contmdi* 
ftion, 5. Our 
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5; Our Author himfelf alldws that the Philo- 
ibphers had two Dofbrines on this Subje^ ; one 
for themfelves, anothtr for the Populace. But . 
then he infifts withal, that the firft rcjeds only 
the Stories ofSiyx^ jlcheron^ i^c. Now, I appre- .. 
hend, he will be obliged to allow that it extends 
much farther. It is evident from Galen that the * 
two Doctrines were founded on cppqfiu and con- 
tran Propofitions ; but how can this be in the ^ 
prefcnt Cafe, unlefs the private Doftrine be fup- . 
pofed to exclude all future Happinefs and Mifery 
whatfoevcr, as well as that of Tartarus and Ely- 
fium ? It appears therefore, on his own Princi- 
ples, that the Paffages, in which the Ancients 
difcard all future Rewards and Puni(hments, muit) 
' neceflarily belong to the private Doftrine. 

^ I have, if I flatter not myfcJf too much, in 
thefe Papers brought fevcral other Obfcrvations, 
fulHcient of themfelves to prove, that the various 
Declarations of the Philofophers on this Point 
muft be imputed to the double Doifrine. 

But indeed Mr. fF. had fufficientJy obviated fa . 
filly an Evafion lobg ago, in the Words quoted ; 
above: '* We have feen the Philofophers of every . 
Seft, one while fpeaking dircftly/^r, and an- 
other while as direftly againfl a future State of 
Rewards and Punifhments without intimating * 
the leaft Change in their Principles, or making 
the leaft Hefitation in their Profeflions : So 
that either we muft hold them guilty of the 
moft grofs and vifible Contradiftions, which 
their Charafters will not fufFer us to conceive • 
of them ; or elfe permit the Explanation given 
above of the double Do3rine ^.*' Div. Leg^ 
vol, i. p. 403, 3d Ed. 

the . 

• ** Why muft we recur to a doable Do^triQC (fays he) to 

" folvc 



Sea. 3. The following Inftance ofSVMESiuS 
will-, I apprehend, add great Light and Strength to 
our general Argument on this Head. As to his 
Philofophy, he was a determined Platonifl^ how- 
ever it might be candied over by a Biftioprick : 
And adhered foclorely to his Syftem,' that, in Con- 
qucnce of it, he gave up fome of the mod clear and 
evident Articles of the Chriftian Faith, He did in- 
deed ict the Authority oi Plato far above that of the 
infpired Penmen \ he believeic^ the Pre-exiftence of * 

*' folve this Matter ? Cicero, e j-. in an Oration of his, faid 
" fomcthing about a futUre State, which contradided what his 
'•Sentiments are, as they lic-expreiTed in other Books. Novir 
** the Notion of a double Doflrhie will not explain this ; for 
*',furely apon this Scheme the Denial of the popular Notions 
•* of a futuie State mull.be an efoteric Dodb-inc.** p. 23. Would 
not any one now believe', when I quote this PafrageT)f Cicero^ 
that I quote it as belonging to 4he double Doclrine ; that I 
undertake to accoant for his meptiomng this Notion in To pub^ 
lie and open Manner, from this very Principle I So hx from 
it» I never give the leaft Hinppf any.fuch thing. 

' ** But If this was a (ccret Dodrine, is it to be ctJntefved, 
** that Cicero would haVe imparted It to the People ? " To 
this I reply. It is not fsppofed that the fecret Dodrine was 
concealed in fo regular and exa^ a Manner, as never to reach 
the Knowledge of the People. The very Secret of the Myfle- 
ries was fometimcs divulged ; the grand Arcanum, that their 
Hero Gods were no m6re than dead Men, was fometimes dif. 
* clofed, and mentioned openly : But will our Author infer from 
hence, that thefe were not private Defines ? . 

2. In the Days of Cicero the double Do£lrine was not prac- 
tifed with fo much Care and Attentioi^ as it had been before. 
But the Queftion is, was this carried To far, as intirely to take 
away and deftroy its Ufe ; or are there no Traces of it remain- • 

ing, even in thefe Times ? Will Cicer^s mentioning the Point 
we are here upon in a public Oration, prove that he ne^^r 
confidered it as improper and unfit for the Information of the 
People ? I apprehend it will not. In one of his Orations, he 
laughs at the>Worihip of dead Men. And yet he fometimes 
reprefents this as a private DoArine ; as a Notion, that was 
not to be debated and explained before the People. Non eOb 
ilia n}ulgo dij^utanda^ ne fufceptas publice religiones difputatio 
.ulisextmguac, 
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the Sod with the firft, and therefore could not be- 
lieve the^ Scripture Doftrine of the Refurreftiort 
with the letter. But let him be heard ^ in his own 
Words. " It is difficult, if not impoffible, to 
** change and alter Opinions, which are fixed 
** In tlfe Mind by the cleareft and brighteft Evi- 
dence. You know that Philofophy contains 
many things oppoJTite and contrary to the com- 
mon and received Notions. I can. never prevail 
with myfelf to think that the Soul did not exift 
f^ before the Body. I will never affirm that the 
*' World and its feveral Parts will be one Day' 
" dcftroyed. As to the Refurredion, I believe 
that it contains fome very venerable and holy 
Myftery. I am far from acquiefcing in the] 
common Doftrine. However, Pbilofophy^ 
when it has attained the Truths allows the Ufe 
of Lies and FiSions. For Light anfwers to 
" Truth, and the Eye, to the People -, the Eye 
" would receive too great a Quantity of IJght to 
*' its own Prejudice and Hurt. As Darknels is 
•* mod proper and" commodious for thofc who 
** have weak Eyes, fo I hold that Lies and FiSi-^ 
'* ons are ufeful to the People^ apd that Truth 
«' would be hurtful to thofe, who are not able to 

^ Epijflle 105.' 'X.a>.mt» srt9s m [ah xeti ^ov a^ufiilov, eti il^x^' 
ra ^»* fwif^f? «? etvoiet^ir iXSorra ivyfAara aaXw^TiKct' oi<&a ^' 

' rait rs 'er^^iOovf woXi^'^ia'iv ofM>ioyintrM' wov^ w ^tXeo'o^o? fff'oir' 
rnq uw t«Xi}$ov( ovfx*f^f* ti) X/^eta t» ^^svh&ou' avahoyov ya^ 
srt tpuq w^oq aXrt&iiaVf uca ofjkfiat or^of T^ttfjLiit' xeii o^^ecT^iMq e<$ xa«o» 
»vo>MVffetB9 aw?ifirfi (p^no^' « roK o(l>6ahfjuuo'i to cxoroi «i(pt>AUM' 
<rff or, rAtrvi kui to 4'it;^o( o^e^of «ra» riOr/Aa» hiyt^Vt fteu /STux^f^v 
rijy aXn^9iU9 rohq ex i^xve^iv ttocrtnaeth wpoq rtv ruv otTUf tvapyeic»' 
M rai^» xai 01 mf xad vi^ai ispu^^vfuii avfxof^ovcrhp i/mi nfMi, ^v 
yft»fci]y tt^a^ciig ra (u» oixot fi^off'ofvv, ret ^' f|w fiTiOf^tV^atf, 

" bear 
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'* bear its, Light and Splendpur.. If the jLaws of 
the Church will difpenfe with'this^ I fliall.be 
ready to accept of the Bifliopri^ 3 p^ttly pitilo- 
fophizing by myfelf at home^ .. partly tallcing 
abroad in the coijimoa Train, and preaching 
up^the general and received FabldS.?. 
. It cannot furely.be doubted, j^ut that this In? 
ftance comes up to the very Pomt in C^eftipn 5 
that if exadily anfwers the Purpofe for which it is 
produced. It is brought to prove that it was the 
Cuftom of the Ancients fo'/ay one. thing, when th^ 
helieved another. And was not this the very Cale 
of Synejius ? He does not fccuple to acknowledge 
that he did not believe the Creation of the Soul, the 
l)eJiru5iion of the tVorld^ and the DoSirine of the 
RefurreSiion. But no matter for that 3 Philofophy 
allows the Ufe of Lies and FiSiions j Ke wilfthinlc 
by hinifelf at home^ and in public preadh up thefe 
njery F^ables. Wag it not then nec^flary fos him to 
profefs one thing and think another ^ ? 

It may be faid, we have fhuffled in a Chriftiaii 
Bifhop on tlie Dodor for a Pagan Philofopher; 
Suf this Bifhop went into the Church a Platonijfy 
and Platomjl he continued when he was there, 
•as extravagant and abfurd, as any he had left be- 
hind him. But be he what he will, it matters little,^ 
while, he tells us what PM<?/ipi&y was •, where he 
fays, that // would allow the Ufe of Lies and Fic- 
tions in this Cafe ; and is not this telling us in Ef- 
fe6t, that Philofophy allows all with which it is 
charged by the Author of the Divine Legation ? 
If it would fuffer him to preach up the Creation of 
ihe Soul, the Deftrufition of the World., the Do- 
ftrine of the Refurredtion, while he^ believed 
them to be mere Fables, it . is evident that it 
would difpenfe with his faying one thing.when he 
lelieved another. - , / ' ^ 
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Since much Pains has been taken to difcred 
the Force .of this Argument, I muft beg Idave 
to jn.Farge a little upon it. One main Point is, 
whether Syyiefiits determin'd to be barefyjilent on 
tlrefe Artidq^, or aftually to Ipcik and difcourfc 
upon them. Let us confider his own Words : 
•* However Phllbfophy; wh^n it has attained the . 
•'Truth, ailom thhUfe vf Lies and Fiffions.** 
^i-^" As Dafknefs is mpft proper for thofe who 
•* have weak Eyes,- fo ii>old /^i?/ Lies and Fie* 
" tions are ufeful to the Peopled* — ** Abroad I 
•' will talk in 'the common Train, and comte' ' 
•^ nance and fupport the. common^ FaMes^'** ra J 1 

i^a (piKoiAv^m. Now does not this neceffarily im- 
ply, that he was not to be intirely filent on this ^ 
Head. . The Words vJ/gvJbjua*, .^J^fvcTof, cpiA6juv&&?v, 
do, I fay, neceffarily imply this. For what Oc- . | 
cafion to ufe a:ny jL/V, Fabky or Figment (rake j 
which Term you pleafe) had he never defigned | 
to fay any thing on this Subjeft ? 

2. Since then Syneftus was refblved to handle 
thefe Points in Public, let us confider next in 
what manner he muft be fuppofed to do this. We 
will confine ourfelves to the Doftrine of the Re- 
furreftion. Now what remained for him but to* 
Countenance and avow this Principle before the 
People, and to infift on its real Certainty and 
Truth, contrary to the Perfuafion of his own 
Mind ? This is the only Notion, which, in his 

then Charafter, he can poffibly be conceived to i 

have delivered on this Subjed:. And if he de- * 

livered this Notion, does it not of courfe follow, 1 

that he f aid one thing when he thought another ? ' .] 

3. It does, I think, appear that Thave fairly 
charged them with Lyings and have given no ^ i 
more to the Words ^i\j$q9 and ^ixtSofiaij than they \ 
will ftriftJy bear. ,As to Synejius^ it is evident 

that 



( 



269 ] 



• • 



(( 
«( 



that Jic couid not prqyail with himfelf to etpbrace 

the Dodrine of the Refurreftion j and yet hp ^ 

promifes to maintain and affert it in Public ; and 

to this. Condua he himfelf gives the Words, 

jJ/€uJbf, and ^^vioixat: Now does not the applying 

of them to this cafe, neceflarily confine us to th« 

very Senfe I have here given ^i 

.Thp 

B I muft take Notice that the Refurredion was confjder'd 
as a mere Mefapbor and 4iUgoryt by fome PhilofopbcRS in the 
more early Time*. ".For being in their moral Ledwes ia 
" their Schools, accuHomed to. call vicious. Habit? Death i 1 • • 
and Reformation to a good Life afaracy^ or a ReiUri^e^Von^ 
they were difpofed to underftand the Refurrr^ion tf.tbe 
Juft in the fame Senfe.*' D. L, v. i. 449, 450. A^ Syne- 
fius then determih'd to fpeak of the Re^urredion IQ public, q 

kt mail either preach up the j^ibfophical Notion juft defcrib- 
led, or the popular and common one. It would be abfurd to 
, fuppofe tjhat h^ could Harbour any Thought of. pi;eachiug*Qf» ^ 

■the allegorical and figurative Notion, as this could not poiUbiy 
anfwer any Purpofe or Defi^. *\ It woujd have been contra- 
ry to his own Declaration, unteaching she People what 
ihey had learnt, and not fufiering them to continue in their , 

precoijccived Opinions." This would have been delivering 
the Truth (as he thought it) ** naked and without any Cover j" 
——it woul4 have been '* pouring in Light upon thofe who 
^* had not Strength to bear it«^* contrary to the Maxim, which 
he all along inculcates in this.l>etter. It is then ueceiTary to 
<:onclude that he intended to preach up the ^popular and 
comQMB Notion ; and if {o, it is equally neceifary to conclude 
that he refolved toy^ one thing, luhen he thought another. 

Having explained >this philoibphical and refined Doctrine of 
the Refurredion, let us now coniider the po£los*& Inter|>fe- 
tation of the Words •^ivh^^ 4'-'v^«», ^thoput^uv. And in , 

what Senfe would he underftand therai Why, ** they dou*c 
** mean Lies and Frfiions, but Truths told in Fidions, Para- 
** blesf fabulou* N^arrations, fuch Covers of Truth aj he 
" jodged beft.for hk Auditors." p. 3^1, 32. They imply no 
jnore *' thatto cover over Truth by certain arji;ific^UWAys of 
*' Speech, which n^ay .make it better received, ot better re- 
tained, or make^it enter into Peoples Minds better than by 
adirfd and nake^ Narration."' 32-. Synefius hevef ehonght . 
of lying or>pf the U(e of lies, but ofri^ch iNdeans^of con- 
veying Truth by apt Fidlion, as would be moH ufeful to • 
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Th§ Doftor has produced fome Inftances to 
fhew, that thefe Words do not always' fignify, 
what implies an immoral Aft, p. 31- But he 
might have fpared his learned Pains. <3rhe Quc^ 

** the People." 33. He thought he had dcmonftrative Evi- 
'' dence for the Points he declared himfelf convinced of ^ bat 
he could be filent upon them, or he could cover over Truth 
with fome fabulous Reprefentation/* 30. What now were 
the Truths, of which he thought he had fuch clear Evidence, 
and which he was to cover over with fome &baious Reprefen- 
tation ? Why, one was (for the Syftem of Piato, I prefume^ 
had fnmi(h*d him with demonftratinje-E'vidence on this Point) 
that the Scripture DoSirine of the RefurreEtion ^was a mert Fahle^ 

1. Let then the Dodor tell lis, how it was poilible to con- 
vey this Truth in fuch a Manner, as to make it ufdiil'to the 
People ? Would not it, under every Reprefentadqn, in every 
Drefs of Language, be a very dangerous and hartJFul Notion ? 
Did he defire that this Truth might be better received Qt better 
retained by the People ? Or does not common Senfe didate, 
jtKat it was his Bufmefs and Defign to hide and conceal this 
Notion from the Multitude ? ' 

2. ^^ If the Laws of the Church, fays Synefiusy wjll dif- 
** penfe with this—— I will accept of the Bilhopric." Now 
could fo wife a Man gravely aOc, whether the Laws of the 
Church would difpenfe with theUfe of bare Allegories? A 
Mode of Speech allowed every where. Or were the primi- 
tive Fathers fo utterly averfe to all allegorical Interpretations, 
as to make the Queftion feafonable ? 

/ 3. Suppofing ^he Doftor's Tnterpfetation to be true, 
let us confider what was the Figmeift or fabulous Repre- 
fcntation ? What' the Truth, that they buried and con- 
cealed beneath it •? Synefius fays that, as to the Refurreftion 
it contains fome very profound and venerable My fiery . 
Now, upoii this Suppoiition, the Refurredion itfelf was the 
very Veil and Cover,, the Figment , or fabulous Refrefenia- 
iioH, under which the Trutb was difguifed and fecreted 
from the People. And what was the Truth fignified by the 
Refurre£tion ? Why, a Reformation ofMannetSy or a Return 
to a better Life. In this Cafe it was i^poffible for a Man \o 
preach tip the Allegory or fabulous Reprefentation, while he 
did not believe it, and yet not incur the Charged q^ jkyiHg one 
thing njshen he thought another. For in^the Allegory or fabu- 
lous Reptefentation he mtifttalk of iz;^/^^r X^, and yet his 
own ptivatc Meaning' could extend only to the frtfent, * 
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ftion is whether they iignify an immoral A<51 /« 
this Place. Let him then (hew that the Context 
does, not require the Senfe I here contend for. 

As to the Word (p/AojtxvS-wy, the Drift and Pur- 
pofe of the Argument Synefius is here upon, con- 
fine it to the very Senfe I am eftablifhing. What 
are the Fables and FiSfmis here mentioned ? Why, 
in ihtOpimon of Synefius^ they' were *' theCrea- 
" tion of the Soul, the Deftruftipn t)f the 
" World, and the Doftrine of the Refurrec- 
*' tion." Thefe he confidered as fo many popu- 
lar and common Superftitions, or grofs and rank 
Errors. But notwithftanding he did not believe 
them, he refblved in Public to countenance and 
fupport them. 7\nd how was a Chriftian Bijfjop 
to tountenance and avow thefe Notions in' Pub- 
lic, but by pr.eaching them up to the People ? 
The Doftor indeed fays, '' there is not a Letter, 
*' or Tittle, that intimates pr^^ri^i;/^ up the ge- 
" neral and received Fables implied in that 
" Word.'* p. 33. Sure no Cavil was ever fo 
trifling ; does not the Context {hew that he fpeaks 
of the general and received Fables? Does not his 
Charafter of Bifliop prove that he was to preach 
them up to the I^eople ? 

In fupport of this Expofition I imuft beg leave 
to ^dd, that the learned Petavi^s underflands 
thefe Words in the very Senfe I have here given. 
He charges Syneftus with afting in a double and 
unfair Manner,.'ze;/V^ frying what he did not thinks 
as appears from his Npte on this yery Paflage ^. 

This 



^ Eleganter banc ^»w'?w)i}», ct varietdtem exprimit Cicero 11.' 
de Fin. *^ Quod fi valtum, ait, tibi, fi inceffum fingercs quo 
" gravior viderere, non efles tui fimilis ; verba ta iingas, ^ 
*^ ea dicas qute nmfentiaSy aat etiam ut veflitam; fie ienten- 
*^ (iam habeas aliam domefticam, aliam forenfem, ut in fronte 
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This is the true, as well as plain State of the 
Cafe. And for this the well bred Doftor exclaims 
in thefe very Terms, " What shameful Re- 

'* PRESENTATION. OnE CANNOT BUT BE AMAZ- 
*' ED THAT ANY ONE SHOULD* MAKE THIS MaN 

•' (the fincerc and pious Bifhop of Plolemais) au 

•' InSTANCB op one WHO THOUGHT THAT PhI- 
*' LOSOaHY ALLOWS THE UsE OF LlES AND FlC- 

*' TiONs." *Tis ten to one. Reader, but that the 
next time you hear of him, you find him amaz- 
ed that I have quoted thefe Words as^hisy and 
call it, as indeed it is, a shameful Represen- 
tation. For, after this Effay of what his 
Reader will bear, you may expeft him to flick 
at nothing. But is it come to this at laft, that 
the great Advocate of Sincerity as fucb turns 
Apologift for a fhifting, cogging Platonijl? I 
fufpeft he has himfelf been longer at that Trade 
than was imagined ^ which (like the Gilders upqa 
9ra(s) he tells us, confifts in covering over Truth 
by certain artificial Ways of Speech : So that, when 
he was crying up Sincerity as fuch^ he was all the 
while recommending y«^i& a Sincerity — as was con- 
fident with his Intereft. Or was this warm De* 
fence of the groffeft Diffimulatibn to Ihew us, 
that however he may contemn the Jejutts for 
their Parts and Learnings the Order has ftill one 
Maxim^ that may ferve to recommend them to 
his Favour and Efteem ? 

But what then is there no Ground for this great 

Outcry, this Charge of Mifreprefentation, which 

the Doftor fo often repeats and infifts upon fo 

.much in this Article ? I anfwer, none but that he 

has long walked upon, his own Miftakes, Syne^ 

** oftentatia fit, intua' Veritas oc^^It^r, vi4Q; QUi^a i^^mn* 
" nc fit/* 

Jius 
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^tts has been reprefented as a Man of a virlucu - 
and banefl CharaSer% hence the Dodor infers 
that he could not think it lawful to fay one thing 
to the People, and another to their Leaders. 
But the Doftor would not refleft that he might 
be a Man of the niceji and Jtri£teft Honour on 
the Pagan Syftem^ and yet hold it innocent to 
inftill Notions" into th6 People, which he himfelf 
did not believe. The beft Moralifts of the Hea* 
iben World thought this Praftice lawful, an4 
would have undertaken to defend it by their Prin- 
ciples, how wanply foever Dr. Sykes and his 
good old Friend Mr. P. may admire the Moror 
lily of thefc ancient Sages. 

Well, but does not Synefius in this very Letter 
cxprefs a great Regard and Reverence for Truth; 
does he not fpeak of his Obligation to follow it 
in the moft feeling Manner } He does fo. And 
did not Plato J Cicero^ and' Plutarch the fame ? 
did they not make as frequent and folemn Pton 
feffions on this Head ? And yet it is owned tha^ 
they allowed themfelves the Liberty to invent 
Fi(5lions, and propagate fuch Stories' as they did 
not believe, for the Sake of their Utility. 

But we are told, that v^h^n Syfieftus was in-r 
vited to accept of the Bifboprick, he was very 
willing to decline the Office ; he mad^ feveral 
Excufes. To fay nothing of his Fondnefs for hi^ 
Wife, his Averfion to Bufinefs, his Love of bis 
Pogs and Country Diverfions ; one Inain Point 
was, that he had deeply imbibed the Philofophy 
of PlatOy that therefore he could riot bejieye the 
Creation of the Soul, 'the Deftiuftion of the. 
World, or the Dodrine of the Refurrec5lion. 
And he declares that he would not diflemblc or 
abjure thefe Opinions for a Bifhoprick. But let 
us ren^ismber one things that this Letter was ad-' 

drefled 
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drefled ta his Brother; that he recommends it 
to Theopbilus to determine, whether he could be 
admitted to this Office, as he was refolv^d not to 
renounce his Opinions. All that can be inferred 
from hence is that he adted fairly by his Friends *. 

And 

' It may be aflced, whence do we conclude*that this previous 
Declaration was made to his Friends, and the Leaders of the 
Church only, and not to the Body of the People ? To this I 
reply, the Contents of the Letter itfelf (hew, that it could 
not be deiigned for the Multitude. It is here faid, " What 
*' have Philofophy and the common People to do nuitb one 
*' another?'^—'--** The Truth of divine Things ought not to 
** bd divulged to all, The Commonahy is neceffarily to he kept 
** under other Managements^ Was this now Language proper 
for the People ? '' I do not believe the Creation of the Soul, 
" the Deftrudtion of the World, the Doftrine of the Refur- 
** re£lion. I fuppofe it contains fome venerable and profound 
*' Myftery. / am far from acqutefcing in the Notions of the 
" Multitude on this Point.'* Could he intend this for the Ufe 
of the People, when he fays at the, fame Time, " He would 
** not unteach them what they had learnt| but fufFer'them to 
*• remain in their preconceived Opinions i** when he fays that 
thefe very Truths ( demonjiratrve Truths he thought them, for 
the Credit of the old Philofophy) were not to be mentioned 
or imparted to the People ? 

2. ** Synefius refolved to indulge himfelf, fays the Dodlor, 
** in the Search after Truth : And as he thought that he hail 
** demonflrative Evidence for the Points he declared himfelf 
^* convinced of, he refolved not to pretend to teach Notions^ 
** which he did not believe : But as he could be filent upo^ 
" them ; or hejould cover over Truth <with fome fabulous Re- 
*• prefentation, or in ftiort difcourfe fo as he thought beft and 
** moft profitable to his Hearers, fo he refolved to do." Vindi- 
.cation^ p. 30:' *As then to the three Points mentioned in t^is 
Letter, the Dodor contends that he '* refolved to be filent 

upon them, or to cover them over with a fabulous Repre- 

fentation,'* in all his Difcourfes to the People, Hence I 
would infer, that he could not defign to addrefe this Letter to 
them. He is fo far from being " iiient on -thefe Points, or 
** covering them over by a fabulous Reprefentation/' that he 
mentions them in very plain and dire^ Terms. 

Thefe I take to be plain Proofs that this Letter was not in- 
tended for the People. When therefore Synefius fays, he dic- 
tated 
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And what Knave is there, that does not open 
hlmfelf to his Confidents ? The Crime I charge 
hitn with is diffembling with ithe Pevple : yVith 
thofe who, as his Flock, and under his fpi ritual 
Diredtion, had the beft Right to all bis religious 
Opinions. Infincerii;y and Fraud towards thofe, 
.to whom he bore fo facred a Relation as the 5/- 
Jbof of their Souls ^ was a Crime that no Declara- 
tion on fubfcribing before hjs Brother Rulers could 
wipe out, tho* authorized even by the new Divi- 
nity oi Sincerity as fuch. And yet our fevere Ca- 
fuift abfolyes him from all Guilt, as if it was of 
XiO Confequence what he faid to the People, fo 
ie did but open himfelf to the Prieft. The Peo* 
fle^ for .whom Chrift died, and over whom the 
Holy Ghoft appointed us Oiierfeers, are to pafs 
for nothing. Odiprofanum vulgus eta^ceo^ fays 
the honeff Theology of Dr. -Sykes, And what 
'was once only a wild Rant of an Epicurean Poet, 
know Ibber Chrijlian Divinity; Symfius^ fays the 
Dodor, was rsfohed- tif indulge himjelf in the 
fearcb after ^rutb ; hut as be could cover it over 
l^witb fome fabulous Reprefmtations^ fohe refolvedto 
Jio. A worthy and a mk Refolution\ doubtlefe, 
in a Chrijiian Bifliop,' Jto lie for the Sake of 
Truth ! And for this* he is pot into the Doftor's 
Calendar oi Sinurity- Saints, ' B\it his Friends 
amongft the moderh Prelates will con him no 
/Thanks for jhis' Apology : 'Who, to tiierr H6- 
^nDOur be it laid, never 'preach to 4:heir^ People 
jwhat they difbelieve themfelves. After rlrisj'wlto 

,will be fuiprifed tliat he comes liext to defend the 

'v t ' , ■,■ - -^ i f 

tajted it{ *^' that the thing, might be known XQ aJI;'] 'is evi- 

'dent hocQuld only mean his Friends and ihe Leaders of the 

JChurch. The original Wqrd is often taken in a limited and 

- coifftnecl Scn'fe ; tnc Dodor's 'Argument, as welHis my own, 

• Reputation 
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jleputation of two Greek Words of evil Fam^^ 
^9vioi9 a Liey and 4^u^f(«f, to lie. Thefe, be 
fays,^ the Ancients had in honourable mention. 
If they had, the nniore Shame for them. Bur, 
had the Doftor bethought himfelf, that the true 
Caufe of this pcrverfe Ufe of fo bad Words was 
the common Praftice oilying for tbepubUckGo&dy 
it might have favcd him a World of Trouble. 
As it is, fee his Talqnt at Argument. It is af- 
firmed, in difcredit of ancient Heathen Wifdom, 
that it made no Bones of lying for the public Good: 
To fupport which, a Paf&ge of Synejius is pro- 
duced, in which Lies and Lying are fpokcn of 
with great Complacency and Self-fatisfadion. — 
And well he might, fays Doftor Sykes^ for Ues 
and Lying were n^ bad Words in a Heatberfs 
Mouth. To this I reply, how Ihould they, when 
the Practice was efteemed honourable.? Which 
,was the Point I had to prove. But does their 
^Opinion change the Nature of Things ? Or do I 
charge them with what fometimes. common An- 
fwerers will do. Lying for Lym^y&ake? \i they 
lied, tho* for any End or Purpofc whatfocvcr, 
they did enough to deferve, and therefore had, 
. the fevcreft Cenfures of Cbr^^s holy Apoftks. 

But to come to particular Paflages. Having 
.laid that he could nbt digeft- the Doftrine of the 
Refurreftion -, that. Truth '* would be hurtful to 
. ** the People, that Philofophy allpws the Ufe. of 
/* Lies and .Fi(fttqns,"-»-.He then ^prodeeds.-^- 
. .*« If the Laws of the Church will indulge me in 
•' this, I may. then take :the holy Office upon 
*« me. — But if they 4ay that a Pricft fhould adt, 
•5 .aAd be. in his Opinions juft as the People are, 
«« I cannot fer my Part but difcoyer wyfe^ to alL** 
' As to 4he Praftice of faying . one thing when 
he thought another,, he^di^ckres that, it :wa& agree- 
able 
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able to the Rules and Precepts of Philofophy ; but 
then he. fufpefts that it might not be thought 
fair and feafonable by the Chrijiian Church. And 
here we fee the true Ground and Foundation of 
all his Scruples ; as a Pagan Philofopher, he 
deems this Praftice innocent and honourable ; all 
the Difficulty is that he does not know, whether 
the Laws of the Chut-ch would difpenfe with it; 
Ksrtxy knowing Chrijiian truly : And, for a Bi- 
Ihop, well yerfed in his Bible : But this he left 
to the People. However, if ihofe Laws would 
ftot^ he Vei-y generoufly declares that he would 
not.fubmit to its '* that he would difcover and 
*' explain his Sentiments to all/* Obferve, lie 
does not ftri^ly and abfolutely fay that he would 
open his Sentiments to all, but only that he would 
do this, ;/ the Laws of the Church required it. 
Now does not this imply that he was content not 
to do it, if thcfe were not fo ftrid and rigorous^ 
as to demand it ? As to the Fairnefs and ReaTon- 
ablenefs of the thing itfelf, he has no Objeftion 
to it. The only Point is, whether it was con- 
fident with the Rules and Orders of the Church K 

But 

* 

^ I had faid that Synefius kt the Authority of Plato far 
above. that of the infpired Penmen, and adhered fo clofely to 
theSydem of the.firft» that, in Confequence of it, he gave 

^ up fome of the mofl clear and evident Articles of the Chri- 
jiian Faith. But here the Dodor, with his ufual Acutenefs 
and Gaiety obierves, " one may a& this Author, whence 
** all this new Light concering Synefius has (prung I What 

* ** nem) Intelligence has he got ? He cites no. Body but Syne- 
** fius himfelf.'* p. 24.— —This Remark has a Look fo odd 
as may make a common Reader flafe. — No body but Synefius 
himftiff Why, who (hoold know his Mind fo well ?, Or was 
he, after all, fuch a DiiTembler that he impofcd upon himfelf; 
or fuch a Keeper of a Secret, that he would not truft his own 
Pen With it ? But this is all a Refinement of which the Doc- 
tor is innocent. Synefius was here lefs in hi^ Thoughts, than 
4 himfelf ; 
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But to proceed, " When this Author, or / 

" any one elfe, (fays thfe Dodor) fpeaks of the " 

" Philofophcrs, as hojdingor.not holding a fu- • 

ture 

Umielf: And knowing from whence ^^ gets his Intel/jgence ' 

of Greek Authors, he ibagifted that I had run upon tick fo^ 

Synefiur: And finding I did not quote the Auth(M> from whoixl 

I had borrowed my Account of him, concluded, and very 

rightly^ that 1 {poke of my own Head. But *' I cite only 

•* one Letter.*' But does not this Letter confirm the Poipt 

for which I cite it in very dirc£l and exprefs Terms ? As to the 

Creation of the Soul, the Deitruftion of the WorW, the Re* 

function; the Doctor himfelf will^ I hope, «Ilow that 

ihefe were Chriftian Dodrines ; and does not Synejius declare 

that he could, not admit them, becaufe they were contrary to 

the Priticiples of Philpfophy; or the Syftem of Piato, Now 

«vhat was this, but fetting the A^uthority oi' Plato above that 

of the iufpired Penmen ? 

Again, ** Is it not Matter of Wonder that this -Man 
" fiiould be reprefented like a Knave ; as if he were ready to 
do any thing fof a Bifhoprtck ? As if. he did in Faft gi<vB 
mf fome of the moil clear and evident Articles of the C^tr* 
^itfff Faith for the Sake of Preferment? "p. 27. 'But he 
mittake^ ; it was not the B'tjhop^ but the Platoniji that I repre- 
ftnt Sjnejius fo fond of, as to be ready to give up to thfs Cha-. 
laAer plain Articles of Faith. My Charge agafoft hJm'ii 
that be gave them op, or would not adjDic them for the Sake 
of his dear Philofophy. And did not Synefius himfelf fay the 
&me thing before me ? And what was the Difference, in point 
of Virtue, whether he gave up his Faith for a Biflioprick in 
the Church, or a Profefforfliip in r^it School of Plato? And 
where Ambition is the Point, they are equally capable, as 1 
cake it, of laying a Man open to Con*viSion. 

But now, what muft we think of the Philofophy of Plato^ 
which could keep Men from the Belief of iuch plain and 
rcafonable Truths as thefe are ? However, the Do6lor men- 
tions it as an high Encomium on Synejiys, that ** he had ar-^ 
•* rived at the *very highefi Top oi the P/iy/<?»/f Philofophy." 
How envied a Prerogative ? And what did his Eminence, I 
pray you, {ct from thertce ?"A glorious Sight indeed ! n6 Iefs> 
than this. That the Creation of the Soul, the Deftruftion of 
the World, and the RefurreSion of the Body^ were mere Fa- 
bles, contriv'd and invented for the Sake of the People ; and^ 
what is more, he had a full View of that demonftratin)e* E^U 
dence which was to prove they were fo. Hytneneits said Pbilt* 
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" ture State of Rewards and Punifhments, it is 
** hardly Juftice to them, to argue from Confe- 

** quences 

tus tob h*ad arri<ved af this htgheft ^</f tf the Plattnic Philofo- 

phy, and* if it did not raife them to a Biihopfick, tho' they. 

avowed their Principles as frankly as Syne/ius, yet they had 

their Encomiaft as well as he. And this no bad Divine neither, 

for his time $ tho' his Language be fomething different from 

Dr. Sfies^j. ** But (hun profane and vain Bablings (fays 

•* St. Paul to Timothy) for they will increafe unto more Un- 

godlinefs. And their Word will eat as doth a Canker : Of 

whom is Hymeneus &nd Philetus ; whoxoncerning the Truth 

have erred, faying, that the Refurre^ion ii f aft already.^ 

2 Zp. ii. f \t, 8c feq. But fuch was the Apoftolic 

Purity of the fifth Century, that thofe whofe Converfation 

* St. Paul dire^ us to avoid, were pow fought after to govern 

the Church. On the whole, I can indeed conceive that there 

are Men who would be highly pleafed and delighted with this 

|l Platonic TtodpcSi; but what it can have to recommend it to 

a Believer, I mud call upon the Dc£lor to explain at his 

' ^ Leifurc. 

But whence, fays the Doflor, does it appear that Synefius 
ever pfeached up this Notion ? To this I reply, before he 
^ enterM upon his Office, he promifed and ingag^d to preach 

it; declared that this Practice was agreeable to the Rules and 
Precepts of the beft Philofophy. And after this can any one 
doubt whether he would really teach this Do6trine. After fuch 
Declarations what fhould hinder him but another BiQioprick ? 

^. Had the Gentleman attended to the following Pafiage, 
he would have feen, that whether Synefius did or did not pro- 
^ pagate this Db6lrine, the prefent PafTage is of great Import- 

atice to my main Argument. ** But be he (Syne/iits) what he 
•* will, it matters little, while he tells us what Philofophy was» 
where he fays that ** it woould allow the JJfe of Lies and Fic- 
tions in this Cafe ; and is not this telling us in effeft that 
Philofophy allows all with which it is charged by the Au- 
thor of the D. L ? If it would fufFer him to preach up the 
" DoArine of the Refurredlion, b*f. while he bcliev'd them 
to be mere Fables, it is evident that it would difpenfe with 
his faying one thing nvhen he thought anoiber,''* Now what 
IS the Drift of this Obfervation, but to (hew, that Philo- 
fophy, in the Opinion of Synefiusy allowed tvtry thing with 
which it is charged by the Author of the D. L.? And is not 
this fupported for <want of better Authority ^ by the exprefs 
Declaration of ^/r^^rz himfelf? 
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** quences which we do not know whether they ad-^ 
** mitteder not. — *' A Man fhould be very ten* 
«* dcf hdw he reafons without having the fuU 
** Words of an Author himfelf.*^ Vind. p. 34, 35. 
I have Ihewn that the Stoics iield the Rcfufion 
'of the Soul, and that this Notion was 'incon- 
fiftcnt with the Belief of future Rewards and Pu- 
nilhments. But then I have (h^wn too by plain 
and direft Teftimonies, that the Stoics them- 

» 

«* It is faidby Phothsy (continues the Doftor) that af'cr 
** he wait made a fiifhop, the Dodrine of the Refurredion 
'* was believed by him." Look you there now j did not I fay 
what a ft range Power a Bifhoprick has of opening Men's Eyes ? 
.— .*< Now admitting (fays he) that he preached up this Doc- 
" trine, after he had ma'de fo fti ong a Declaration ag^nil it, 
♦« —this was confiftent with his known Honefty. For it only 
** Jhenjus that he refufedio preach it, ivhen he tOfas not con^vince/ 
*' of i s Truth ; and aftemjcards ^when he ixjas convinced, he did 
•• inFa^i preach it'* Findication, p. 28. But how docs k 
fliew this ? What Photius affirms, Js, that Synefiusy after he 
was poflelsM of his Office, did really entertain the DoArinc 
of the Refarreflion. But does he fay that this Change was 
"wrought immediately ? As he did not fay this, Synefius might 
▼ery confillently, with all this Writer fays, teach this Dodirine 
previous to his Belief of it. 

2. The Strels of my Argument, as 1 jufl obfervcd, lies in 
quite another Point. Syne/tus proRis'd and ingaged to preach 
up this very Doftrine, wnen he did not believe it. Mull he 
not therefore hold it lawful to fay one thing and think an- 
other ? — He undertakes too to juitify.this by the ftriifl Princi- 
ples of Philofophy. And does not this (hew that the Author 
*of the D. L, has imputed nothing more to the Philofophers 
in this refpe£l than what. is ftridly true? This, I think, can 
hardly be difputed, as the Dodior himfelf allows that Synt- 
Jius was excellently well (killed in the ancient Syflems ; that 
he had reached " the very highefl Top of the Platonic Phi- 
•• lofophy." 

•* This only (hews that he refufed to preach it when he was 
" not convinced of its Truth." But how does it appear that 
he e^er refufed to preach it ? To ufe the Doftor's own Words, 
let me a(k him, " whence all this new Light coDcerning ^'- 
" nejlvs has fprung ? What nenv intelligence has he got ? He 
" cites no Body^ not even Synejius himjelf' 
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felves did admit this very Confequence ; and to. - 
fuppoFt this I appealed to the clear and exprefs 
Words of the Authors themfelves. With what 
Face then could this Writer infinuate that I had 
all along been inforcing a mere (Confequence of my 
own ; that " t had not the full Words of the 
*' Authors themfelves before me ? " Did he be- 
lieve that no Body bad read my Book ? Or had 
he the more reafonable, Expeftation that no Body 
would read his? 

■ Page 35, 36. he repeats his old Objeftion, 
that the fecret Doftrines were not inferted and. 
publi&ed in the Writings of the Ancients. But 
here I need only refer myfelf to what has been 
advanced on this Head in the laft Chapter. 

Seft. 4. But to clofe with an Inftance above 
all Exception^ even from thisJDoftor's own Writ- 
ings; nay, from that very Treatife, in which he has 
exerted all his Strength and Learning to prove, 
that no fuch Inftance can poffibly be produced. 
With regard to Plalo he feys, '* Let him fpeak ' 
" for the popular Opinions at fome Times, and 
even laugh at them at other Times, all that , 
will follow is, that Plaio difhelieved the popular 
Opinions of the Geds\ not that he difbelieved 
the Being of a God: And fo in the otKer 
Cafe, fuppofing that he did not believe the 
** popular Opinions of a future State of Rewards 
** and Puniinments, that there were three Judges 
** in Hades ^ ^c. it will not follow that he did 
*' not believe a future State of real proper Re- 
" wards atid Punifhments.** Did he then fpeak 
fometimes for the popular Opinions 'of the GodSj 
or infift on the Divinity of Hercules^ JEfculapius^^ 
tfc. and yet at thefe very Times difbelieve thefe 
Opinions cr this Divinity ? Here then is a plain 
Inftance that he faid one Thing and thought ano^ 
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tier. Should you. Sir, preach up the Divinity 
of a deceafed Mortal ; fhould you, for Inftance^* 
in Cbina^ maintain that their Fo was really and 
afhially a God ; might younot be foirly charged 
with faying one thing and thinking another? 
Und yet how would your Cafe differ from that of 
PlatOy teaching the Divinity of JEfculapius^ Her* 
eules^ &c. 

" All th^t will follow IS, that Plato dilbelievcd 
^^ the popular Opinions of the Gods, not that he 
** difbelieved the Being of a God/* • But what is 
this to the Purpofe ; or how does it confute what 
Mr. fVarburton has advanced on this Point I Has 
he any where faid that PAi/^ difbelieved the Eieing 
of a God, merely becaufe he laughed at the po- 
pular Divinities ? And yet the Argument of nis 
learned Adverfary receives all^ the litde Force it 
has from that very Suppofition, The Dodtor 
might believe the-Being-of a God, at the very 
Time he preached up' the Divinity of Fo 5 but 
would this prove that he did not fay one thing 
and think another, when he infifted that Fo was 
truly and properly a God? 

And here, let it be obferved once for all, that, 
when we &y the Philoibphers difbelieved the 
Divinitv of IlerculeSy Romulus^ tic. we do not , 
bring this to prove that they did not believe the 
Being of a God ; we only bring it to ihew that 
they thought one thing, and fpoke another, with 
refpedt to the national Gods. And muft not this 
nece0arily be the Cafe, if they afferted.that thele 
Jail were Gods, while they believed nothing of 
the matter ? It will be to no Purpofe to reply, 
that they believed, the Being of a God ;. if you 
would clear them from the prelent Charge, you 
muft Ihew that they believed the Divinity of Her- 
cules^ Romulus^ &^. 

lam 
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I am at alois to concpve what dearer Proof 
can be required, that the external and internal Doc- 
trines were founded upon Fropofitions of^fite 
and contrary to each other. It is agreed^ that 
the Philofophers did inculcate the Worfhip of 
the true God, to their intimate and fekA Friends: 
It is agreed too, that, when they addrefled them- 
felves to the Populace, they taught dnd enforced 
the Worftiip of dead Men. Do they not there-* 
fore preach up one Objeft of Adoration to their 
Friends, and another to the People ? And if the 
public and private DoArines relate to thefe difie* 
rentObjefts, muft they not neceflarily go upon 
contrary Propofitions ? 

I cannot fee what the learned Doftor will reply 
to this, unlefs he fays that the Philofophers did 
really inculcate the Worfhip of the true God» 
under the Names of Hercuksj Romulus^ €s?r. 
Upon this Suppofition, the two Do&rines would 
indeed contain only one and the fame PropoH-^ , 
tion. But the Suppofition is falfe and grounds 
lefs; we are as certain as Hiftory and Fa6): caa 
make us, that the Philofophers, in their public 
teaching^ endeavoured to advance thefe 'dead 
Men into real Deities; that they did not fcruple 
to declare them to be true and proper Gods. This 
appears from thePaflage oiGcero cited, p. 53, 54. 
Magis eft in Romulo admirandum, quod cseteri^ 
qui Dii ex hominibus fa£li efie (ticuntur, minus 
eruditis hominum faeculis fuerunt, ut fingendl 
proclivior eflet J'atio, cum imperiti ad credendum 
facile impellerentur. Romuli autem setatem mi- 
nus his fexcentis jam inveteratis literis, atque doc« 
triois, omnioue illo antiquo ex incuita hominum 
vita errore lublato fuiffe cernimus. It is the 
whole Purpofe of this Argument to afi^rt and 
prove that Romulus was really and actually be- 
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conic a God. The Circumftanccs of the Time 
iMid Age, in which his Divinity was admitted^ 
confine the Argument to him only. 

Again, *' ^uod autem ex hominum genere 
** confecratds, ^r«/ tierculem et cattros colt Im 
'* jubet^ indicat omnium quidem animos immorfa^ 
*' les effei fortium bonorumqne divinos.^* Gcero 
De legg. ii. 12. Does not this Paflage clearly 
'fuggeft, that Hercules^ f^c. were now erefted 
into fo many actual and real Gods ? Is it pofTible 
to inailcate the Worfhip of dead Men in more 
plain and ftrong Terms ?. 

'* And fo in the other Cafe, fuppofing that he 
" did not believe the popular Opinions of a futurt- 
*' State, it will not follow that he did not believe 
*' a future State of Rewards and Punifliments.** 
What Dependence the Doftrine of a future State 
had on the common Fables, has been confidered 
already ; I mean, (for my Argument confined me 
to that'fingle Point) fo far as regards future Pu- 
nifhments. That the Ancients could : not believe 
the firft/ and yet maintain the lad, has'been proved 
upon their own Authority. If the Dodtor in- 
fills on the contrary, all he has to do, is to (hew 
that Cicero and Ovid, Seneca and EpiHetus knew 
hothiiig of the Matter ; for, if they were right, 
the t:lear and inevitable Confequence is, that he : 
niuft be wrong* 

2dly^ Why is he fo induftrious to ftifle and 
fupprefi the Evidence againft him ? He all along 
fuppofes that the Tcftimonies alledged on the ' 
other Side, rejeft 5nly what he calls the popular* 
Opinions of a future State : But moff of them 
go much deeper K " Death is the final Period 

% ^^efePsflag^lavs been already quoted from ;</r^9//p 
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'^y of Exiftcnce; bcydnd- that there ;s' neither: 
*' Good nor Evil for the dead Man to. dread or 
*♦ hojpe," ' Brevis morbus aut extinguet, aut e>c- 
tinguetur. In utroque finis dolendi el}:.— Ad- 
• mone ouUuth mali fenfam ad eum, qui periit, 
pervenirc. — Is the Scope and Tenour of thefe 
Paflages confiftent with the Belief of any future* 
Rewards or Punifhments whatfoever? If it be 
not, it is plain theefoteric Doftrine (for no Man 
furely. will give thefe Eaffa^s to the exoteric) 
did really and effeftually exclude the very Poffi- • 
bility of all future Happinefs* and Mifery 5 the; 
plain and neosflary Confequence of which, is, 
that the Jearncd Writer, in his Treatife on the ' 
double DoStrine^ has all along been labburing to 
maintain an Hypothefis againft Fad and plain' • 
Teftimony. - : • 

But, before we conclude,. it may be neceffary' 
to corifider this Objedion more at ' large, as - the ■ 
learned Writer often repeats it with an. Air of. 
uncommon Triumph and Complacency. He aflcs. 
If the Philofophers difbelieved the popular Divi- 
nities, and yet really believed the Being of a 
Qod; why might they not rejeft the popular 
Opinions of a future State, .and at the fanie hold 
a. future. State of real Rewards and Puniftiments ? 
Now as they who did not believe Hercuk^ and- 
JSfculapius to be Gods, did not for that-Rea- 
foh difbelieve the Exiftence. of a governing 
Mind ; fo they that did not believe jEacus or 
Minos to be Judges of Hell, did not for that ^t 

Reafon difbelieve all future Rewards and Pu- 
niftiments.'* Sykes^s Examination^ p. 98, 9. 
This is well put \ and looks like Reafon ; which 
is- more than we can fay of any thing in Mr« 
Jackfon. However, on Examination ic will be 
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instid to have nothing in it s the two Cafes being 
widely difierent. 

Firfi^ When we explained their Doftrine of 
the Soul, we Ihew'd that they held a Prindple 
inconfiftent with the Belief of a future State. 
But will the learned Doftor -undertake to point 
. out any particular Notion or Sentiment of theirs^ 
which cannot be reconciled to the Belief of a 
God? 

7.iiy^ At the very time that they condemn and 
arraign, the popular Divinities, they declare fof- 
the &ing ot a God. Thus Varro fays, <^ that 
^^ Hercuks and Mfadapius^ Caftcr and PdUujt 
** were not Gods :*• But he fays too, ♦* they 
*^ only item to have a right Notion of God, 
<^ who conceive him to be a Soul, aduating and 
«* governing all thing$ by his Wildom **.** Bat 
was this the Cafe with regard to Styx^ Jcberon^ 
and Cocytus f When they difelaim thefe, do they 
ever fubftitute, in their room^ any future: Puniih- 
ments, feparate and diftinft from them, in the 
infernal Regions ? Will the learned Writer pre* 
tend they did? One would hardly believe him io 
adventrous but for feme weak Efforts he makes^ 
which look jthat Way. 

^dly^ As to the popular Stories of eternal Tor^ 
inents, they give us thefe z&t\\tonly Fout^thn 
and Support of future Puniffaments. If therefore 
they explode thefe, they muft of courfe explode 



^ Qoas fimtautein ilia, quae prolatain muldtoditeem nocent? 
Hjec» ioqak, non ^dfis deos Herculem, ^ftoiafMuniy Cafloreuiy 
PoUuoeni. Proditur enim a do^, qood faranines faerint, Sc 
hauaxA conditione defecerint.— But this fame Farro fa/s, 
Qiod hi foU ei videantur animadveitiin^, quid eiTet Deos^ qili 
ccecBdenuit eom eft animaiD, aiotu ac radone ttiliixlam gubem 
nantem* Ji^ufiin. d€ Civ, Dii, L iv. #7. 3 1 • . 
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til future Fcmiihmente whatloever ; • and (what* 
would we have more ? ) they tell us, that. they. 
did fo. But was this the Cafe with regard to their 
ptfpuhr Divinities ? Do they ever reprefent tbe^ 
kft^ as the only Reafon^ the ^ngle Ground^ on 
which they could believe the Being of a Deicy,? 
The learned Writer will not fay they do. Why 
then does he give thefe as Cafes exactly parallel ? 

Lqfifyy We have brought feveral Paflages, in 
which the Philofophers difclaim all future Re- 
wards and Puniihments whatfoever. But has the 
>learn^ Author brought any, in which they deny 
ihe Being of a God ? No ; all he fhews is that 
they ibmetimes difcard the popular Divinities, or 
TtySt the common Polytheifm. What is there 
thereibre that can excufe a candid Writer for re- 
prefenting thefe as parallel and like Ca&s ? When 
he 'produces as plain Proofs of their Denial of the 
Being of a God, as I have of their Denial of a 
future State, it may be pertinent to confider how 
far this will afFed our prefent Argumeilt. But I 
prediA, that this, and his Opennefs t^ConviSlion 
will come together. 

Turn we now again to our Doftor. " Let us 
•* firft, fays he, fuppofe what will not be allow* 
•* cd, ^t Plato did in this Point, fay om thing 
♦* and think another j yet it will not come up to 
•* the Point in debate, unleis it firft be proved 
•♦ that this was done in confequeiicc of the double 
•* BoRriney p. 36^ 37, i. Why will he not 
aHow that Plato in this Point faid one thing an4 
thought another ? Should the Dodor himielf 
preach up at China that their Fo was really an4 
actually a God % might he not be fairly charged 
with faying one thing and thinking another ? And 
7et how would his Qfe 'di£^r from tha^ ot Plata 
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' teaching the Divinity of jEfcuUtpiuSi Hercules^ 
(^c.^^2. But allowing that P/^i[^ and the Philo* 
Ibphers did in this Po'int fay one thing and think 
another; why do I inipute this to the double Doc- 
trine ? To this I reply, that I do it merely. out 
of a Regard to Truth ; purely becaufe Plaio 
himfelf and the Philofophers havadone the very 
fame thing. When Plato tells us. that the true 
Notion of God could not be fafely intruded to 
the People ;— When Sc^vola fays that the true 
and real Origin of their Hero Gods could not be 
publi(h*d and made known to the Multitude, do 
they not plainly intimate and fuggeft, that thefe 
were private Notions ? And, what is more, does 
not the Doftor himfelf offer thefe as two fecret 
Doftrines ? Why then all this Clamour againfl: 
me for only repeating his own Affertion? 

3. As the Philofophers believ'd the Being of 
a God, and yetdifclaim'd the popular Divinities ; 
fo the Dodlor contends they might. difcard the 
Stories of Styx^ Acheron^ &c. and yet hold the 
Reality of future Punifhments. Now I have 
urged feveral Arguments to (hew that the Cafe 
was not parallel. .And how' came " the Hand fo 
*' accuftomed to Slaughter-' to forbear attacking 
them? But however the Doftor may affe6t to 
overlook them, every Body elfe, I dare fay, will 
allow that they are out of his reach. 

Let me obferv^, that if any fingle Inftancje 
comes up to the Point for which it is alledged-; 
this of itfelf will be fufiicient to confute and over- ' 
throw his whole Hypothefis. What he contends 
for, is, that nofuch hfiance can poffibly be pro- 
duced \ it is therefore his Bufinefs^ if he expects 
to make any ImprefTion on his Reader, to dxa- 
feline every particular Inftancc^ th^t h^s. beei| 
urged againift him. 

But, 
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But, this Repetition, again, of the old Song 
' — the double Do3lrine^ gives me an Opportunity 
of doing the Doftor Juftice; and acquainting the 
Public with what I have learnt of him: WJiich 
is a choice Recipe for the Management of a clofe 
Reafoner, the moft intraftable of all- kind of 
Writers. Anfwerers have their various Gifts an4 
Graces to profit withal ; fomc in this 'Manfter, 
and fome in that. But I know of nothing ^Jiat 
•equals the Simplicity and Force of our Pod;or*s 
Magifterium. Your clofe Reafoners generally 
found their Syftem upon, fome One great Princi^ 
pie J from whence all flows, as from it's Source^ 
with Clearnefs and Abundance. Now the Doc- 
tor's way is this, he pollutes, and by polluting 
turns away, the Fountain -, and fo leaves the Z.^ 
viathan of a- Syftem on dry Ground. 'Tis^^ne 
foo with a Trifle of Expence; on]y putting a^per- 
vcrfe Senfe on the Propofition in whitb the Pri'n^ 
c'iple is contained. And now,' as./^ifl: as; Confe- 
quences and Dedudlionsarife,. apply, your fophi- 
fticated Propofition to them, and they go as eafijy 
as they canrie. The whole performed without 
any kind of Trouble to the Anfwerer -, and with 
little more to the Reader thart the Naufea of fre- 
quent Repetition. Which is no more than one 
cxpefts . iia . the prefent Practice Of Phyfic, wh&- • 
ther of Mind or Body. Now of this Maftcr- 
piece of Addrefs our Dodlor has given two 
inimitable Examples in his Praftice upon fliC 
Divine Legation : The one in the Cafe of . the 
extraordinary Providence of the Jews ; and the 
other, in the double DoSlrine of the Philofophers. 
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C H A P. XV. 

Same Remarks en Dr. Sykes's dam Accwitt af 

the doubk Do^rine, 

TH E Dodtor Ibmetimes takes upon him to 
aflert that the popular Doftrine was fuited 
to xhe Cdpacitiesy and not to the Prejudices of the 
Vulgar: But then he in other Places as plainly 
tells us, that it was taught in Compliance to their 
Prejudices only\ How is it poffible to hold him^ 
while he thus at every Turn gives up his own 
Principles ; while he takes up contradictory No- 
tions on the very fame Subjeft ? Or rather whit . 
occafion for any Hold of him at all, while he 
thus hampers himfelf in his own ContradiAions ? 
2. Jt^us * GelUus is one of the Writers, on 
whofe Authority the* Doftor lays great Strefs. 
And what is his Account of this Matter ? Why, 
according to him, ** Exoterics were -fuch Dif- 
** courfes as related to Rbeieric^ the Art or Fa- 
•* cttUy of /peaking acutely^ and the Ktmvkdge of 
^* civil Affairs. Acroatics were called fuch Dif- 
** courfes, in which tht more prof ound and fubtiU 
^* Philofophy was concerned ; fuch as related to 
^ the Contemplations of Nature and dialeAical 

■ *' Nor $ntt &t exoteric DoArine accommodated to thd 
^ Priftulkes of the Vulgar, but to the Capacities of them.'^ 
p. 98. 

*' Plato thoaght'there were fome Truths, which it was not 
^ fit the People fhonld know : Scanfola^ in like manner,, thought . 
** that the Pepi^e were not to be intraited» that HercuUs^ Co* 
*'/«r, {sTc. were not Gods, bat had been mortal Men^ In this 
'* Point then ib^y cMipUid ivith popular PrejtuUcis, believing 
** the Exiilence of God and his Pro^dence, though not 
^ bdiering the popular Opinions of the national Gods.** 
p. i«5. 

♦* Difputes 
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*< Difputcs *»/* What now is the Sum of ^11 this? 
Why* that the popular and fecrct Dbftrines it* 
late to different and £ftin£l SuhjeSls. But d<^ 
not the DoAor fee, that if this Teftimony has 
any Force, it intirely overthrows his own Ac* 
count of the double Do&rine ? For what la bb 
own Account, but that the popular Dodlrine wa$ 
only a bare Met^hor or figurative Reprefenta- 
tion \ invented as a Veil and Cover of the lecitt 
DoArine, which could not be fafely conveyed to 
the People in an open and dired Manner ? But 
does not this evidently fupppfe that the two Do* 
€lrines relate to one and the fame 3ubjcift ? And 
is not this contrary to the exprefi l^imony of 
jiulus Gellius^ on whole Authority the Doftor Ja-^ 
bours to ere^ his main Syftem ? Again, in tho 
B^inning of his Treatife on this Point, he tells 
us that the two Dodrines had diffianat SubjeSfs ^ 
that <* the Difference between the exoterie and 
** ejhleric Doctrines was founded on the Perfons^ 
** SuhfeSs^ Times.** p. 83. Hawevqr, he after- 
wards declares, ^' that the v&y fame Ndtsons 
^^ treated in a different Manner, might, and very 
** probably did, make the efoferic and ex9teri€^^ 
p^ io8. How, Sir ! did the two Doctrines n^late 
to different SubjeSSy and yet contain the very 
fame Notion ? And have we this Account from^ 
one, who undertakes to explain and clear up alt 
the Difficulties belonging to the double Do« 
ftrine? 

3. " The Philofophcrs, or fome oftbern^ (fays 
*« he) might find Reafon to rejeft the foeticai ot 
^^ pohtical Gods, and to rejed too the vulgar No-* 
** tions of Styx^ Acheron^ and Coeytus.^^ p. 99. 
[What then did only fome of the Pbilofopbers really 

^ Sjiifs MxamtMtiettf p. 78. 

^iicard 
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difcard thefe Fiftions ? What Pity it is, that the 
Do6tor would not point out the Paflages,, on 
which he builds this wonderful Difcoveryr The 
mere Novelty of the thing will-make one expeft 
it with a little Impatience. But after all, haw. 
came this ftrange Affcrtion from fo warm, •lb- 
ftrenuous an Advocate for the old Philofophers? 

4. The Doftor, in his great Zeal to fupport 
the Credit of thefe aYicient Sages, aflures us, that 

THEIR POPULAR DoCTRlNE WAS OF THE SAME 

Nature WITH the Parables used ^y dUR 
Blessed Saviour S But wasf it then the Cu- 
ftom of our Saviour to fay one thing to the People^ 
and quite the cmtrary to their 'Leaders ? or are- 
there in the New ^ejlament any Traces (pardon^ 
the Mention ! ) of that grofs and knavifh Diffi- 
mulation, of Which we have fo many Inftances 
in the Writings of the old Philofophers ? To- 
LAND, ** whamade it (as Mr. W. truly obferves) 
«' the Bufinefs of a wretched Life to iEhed his 
<« Malignity- on every thing great and vener- 
<< able,?* did not,- however, carry his Infolence 
and Folly fo far, as* to brand the preaching of the 
holy Jefus by fo odious and deteftable a Compari- 
Ion. " Far be it from me, -fays he, to make 
«« any Comparison between them (our Lord 
«« and his Apoftles) avd the Nations or 
"Sects I have brought on the Stage in 
« this Discourse **.** 

5. ** It is well known (fays he) how zealous 
** the Fathers of the Church were againft the 
*« Heathens; they charged them with every 
«' thing that could make the World have a light 
*« Efteem for them or their Notions, Now what 

« Examination, p. 96. i^c* FinJicatioff, p. 30. 

** a noble 
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'^ a ttoble Field would here have been opened, 
** could they have charged their Sages and Phi- 
^•: lofophers with the Diflimulation, which' Mr. 
Warhurton has here done ? Could they have 
loaded them with the Crime of believing one 
things and teaching another^ with lyings with 
impofihg on the Credulity of the People ; what 
a Difplay of Rhetoric Ihould wc have had ?- 
•' Could there have been a more fit'Occafion for- 
** Satire, or for Declamation, than what fuch- 
** Conduft would have afforded ? They knew 
** of the double Doftrine ; but they were fo far 
*' from imagining that Plato^ or Ariftotle^ 6fr. 
were guilty of any Crime, or deferved any 
Blame, that they never reproach them on that 
*.' Account.'* Examination^ p. 88. 

To this I. reply, i. I have fliewn that the Phi- 
lofbphers were guilty of this grofs Diflimulation, 
by plain and unqueftionable Fafts j which every 
reafonable Man, I dare fay, will allow to be de- 
cifive: And muft we rejedt thefe clear Fads, 
purely becaufe they are not mentioned by the Fa- 
thers ? Is this dumb and foolifli negative Evi- 
dence to be heard before the loud Voice of pofi- 
tive Teftimony, fpeaking too againft itfelf ? 

2. But to conte to thofe new Favourites of the* 
Dodlor, the Fathers of the Church : And here if 
the contrary to what he fays, be true in every 
Particular ; if thefe primitive Writers charge the 
Philofophers with the very Dijfimulation and Hy- 
pocrify here mentioned ; if they load. them with the- 
Crime of believing one thing and faying another ; 
with lying % with impoftng on the Credulity of the 

People^ What will become of the Argument 

which the Doftor here difplays with fo much" 
Pomp and Oftentation ? Very unlucky, is our 

learned 
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earned Dodsor : He has been at great Paina to 
fhew his Reader he knows nothing of Propbane 
Antiquity ; and, in the Buftle, has betrayed a^ 
^ua! Ignorance of the EccUJufflk. 

Eufebius does not fcruole to repfoach Plaio 
with this very Praftice ; charges him with mean 
Piflimiltation» for teaching DoArines which he 
liefieved to be falfe» merely out of Reverence 
and Regard to the Laws of his Country ^ La^ 
Santius^ mentioning Geero op this very account, 
lays ^ Quid ergo ipfe in eodem verfaris errore ^ 
Video te terrena, et manufada venerari; Vana 
efle intelligis : Et tamen eadem facts, quar faci- 
tint ipfij quos ipfe ftuldflimos confiteris. Quid 
igitur profuit vidifie te veritatem, qUam nee de- 
fo^furus efles, nee fecuturus ? Si libenter errant 

* Kai re ara^« ytufim it retvta ktyat r«r Mfurr wisa, JWi^^ 
^ ar«p(rti0'ir» cfioXayno'otit on itoi tTnimmrf rw yo|iu# «irivMr 
murohf. Praep. Evang. xiii. i A^Xfl^ yap nrttn it w^ **'«* 

^ DMn. Infit. 2, 3. He begins the Chapter thus : Sed quid 
piodeft ad vulgos, & ad homines imperitos hoc modo condo* 
sari ? Cam videamus eciam do£bs» et pmdentes viros, com re- 
I^lonum intelligant vanitatem» nihilominus tamen in iis ipfis» 
^us damnant» colendis, nefci9 quM fravitmti perAare. Intelli- 
gebat Cicero falfa efle, quae homines adorarent: Nam cam 
molta dixiflety qus ad everfionem leltgionua valerent 1 ait tSi- 
men non eile ilia valgo difpatanda, ne fafceptas pablioe rel^- 
ones difpotatio talis extingaat : Quid ei facies, qai» cum errare 
feientiat, oltro ipfe inlapides impipgat^ at populus omnis of^ 
iendat ? Ipfe fibi ocolos eraat, ut ooines caeci fint ? aui nee de 
aliis bene mereatur^ quos patitor errare; nee de feipio* qoi a- 
lienis accedit erroribos ; nee utitor tandem fiipiemis fuse boiio» 
nt fa£Us impleat, quod mmte pcicepit. 

Jmobitu^ mentioning this Cuftom, &]rs» naoc vero^ cum a* 
liad creditis» & aliud fingitis, & in eos eflis contumeliofi, qui- 
bus id attribttitisy quod eos confitemini non d£t : Et irreligiofi 
efle monftraminiy cam id adoratb qabd fingitis, non qood in re 
c0e» iplkqae in vcritatra.ceBieti8. L iii. p. 109. Lt^. Ed. 

etiam 
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eiiam ti, qui errare fe fentiuDt, qumto inagis 
vulgus indo&um ? St. Jujiin too fpoke of this 
Cafe with great Severity and Sharpnefs, but futiely 
not with more than fo bafe and profligate a Pia- 
^ife deferved. Qyod utique non aliam ob cau« 
&tn fgdtum videtur, nifi quia homipum velut pru» 
dentiucn, & fapientiunn negotiuni fuit populum 
in religionibus fallere, & in eo ipib non iblum 
colere, fed innitari etiam Dxmones, quibus ma- 
xima eft fallendi cupiditas. Sicut enim Dseniones 
nifi eos quos fallendo deceperint, poflidere non 
pofTunt, fie et homines principes non fane juftiy 
fed Daemonum fimiles, ea quae vana efle nove- 
ranty religidiiis nomine ix>pulis tanquam vera fiia- 
dehant» hoc ^uxlo eos civili focietati velut arAius 
alligantes ^^ 

And 

• 

% Di Civit, Dti, iv. 153. Speaking tXVarf^ he (ays. Si 
contra frajudicia cmfuitudims Hber ejfe poffit, unam deum co- 
lendum feteretur, atque fuaderet ; c. 3 1 . He gives the follow- 
ing Account ofSt^eca, Sed ifte quein philoTopni qua(i liberam 
ieoenint, tamen quia illufirif populi Roman! fenator erat» cole- 
hat, qood reprehendebat ; agebat, qupd argoebat ; quod cal« 
pabaty adorabat : Quia videlicet iDag;num aliquid eum pUlofo- 
phia docnerat, ne fuperftitioros effet in mundo, fedpropter le- 
ges civtum moreique homihum, non quidem ageret fingentem 
fcenicnm in theatro, fed imitaretur in tempb : Eo damnabiliusy 
quod ilia quae mendaciter agebat, fie ageret, at eum populus 
veraciter agere exiHimarec. vi. 1 o. The &mous Maxim of 
Farro was, Multaefle vera, quae non modo vulgofcire non fit 
utile, fed etiam tametfi fiilia fint, aliter exiftimare populuta 
expedjat;*opon which St. j^Jiim obferves. Hie certe rotum 
confilium prodidic velut fapientium, per quos dvitates & po- 
puli regerentur. Hoc tamen fiilbda miris modis maligni dse* 
monies deledtantur : Qui & deceptores Sc deceptos pariter pofii- 
dent: L. iv. 31. The learned Bentiiy^ referring to this very 
P^ifiage of r^rrff, iayt, " iimv^ flat and f lain? rieficrafl.^f^^ 
** $t. Aufiin prefib hard upon Varro^ for glozing and footh- 
** ing the Civil Religion contrary to bis nvn Sentimtnts and 
^* C^n^/fffr/.-—— The ChrifUan Father fpeaks home, and con- 
** demns the civil Theology equally with the poetlca] s but 

V the 
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Ahd now, to ufe the Do6tor's oi^n Wofrds^ 
** Do not thefe Paflages give us an Idea of the 
** old Philofophers, as a Pack of ftrange People 
^ believing one thing and fpcaking another ? ' Do 
" they not treat them as grofs Liars, fo infincere, 
*• fo diflioneft, fo impofing on the People, that, 
•^ w^re any Man to a<5t fuch a Part bow, he 
"would be condemned as guilty of the wickedeft 
" Craft/* 6f^. However the Doftor, with his> 
ufual Gravity, aflures us, that the Fathers have 
not charged the Philofophers with thefe Vices. 
But here, in the Name of Sincerity^ for at leaft 
he will allow us the Name^ let me afk him what 
he was thinking of when he gave us this Account 
of the Fathers ? Did he know he was impofing 
on his Reader, or did he not ? Thefe ^re trite- 
Queftions. They have been often alked on the 
like occafion. The more is the Pity. But I have 
never heard an Anfwer to them confiftent either 
with the Honour or Credit of thofe moft con^ 
cerned to give it. 

It is obvious that the Philofophers, in thefe 
Paflages, arefuppofed to have two Dodrines, one 
for the People, and the other for themfelves ; 
and this is all that Mr. fF. meant when he charged . 
them with the Praftice of the double Dodrine* 

** the learned Pagan, who was himfelf a Minifter of State, and 

** fearful of giving Offence, ufed great Referee and DtJ/imu- 
lation ; and tho* in many things he cof redled^ the public 
Superftition, in the main Yit fixed 2iXid promoted it ; not that 
be him/eif <ivas fttperjlitious!'' Remarks on a Difcourfe of 

Free thinking, part ii. p. 60. 

However tender Dr*. Sykes may be of his Philofophers ori 

this occafion, he does not fcruple in other Places to brand its 

Praflice in the manner it deferyes ; p. 244. he gives it the . 

plain Names of Kna*vety and Forgery. Thus the very fame. 

Practice is laudable and innocent,or bafe and infamous, merely 

as the Bujlnefs of anf^m-ering requires. 

4 ' -^ But, 
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^ But, without any Regard to the Autjioritv of 

the Fathers, let the Doftor tell us, whether there 
are not fome small* Marks of Diflimulation and 
Hypocrify in the Condufl: of thefe ancient Sages. 
It is a known and allowed Fadl: that they every 
where faw through the Fofgery and Cheat of the 
popular Religion ; and yei it is certain they eyery 
where comply with the euablifhed Rites, an4 re- 
commend a Submiflion to them to every body elfe: 
And was not this, downright Prieftcraft ? Such 
howei^r were the Men, for whofe Credit the 
DoAor feems to be ib extremely anxious ; and 
with whofe Morality the good-old Gentleman Mr, 
P. is fe deeply Tmitten. I readily allow that there 
are feveral as fine Precepts of Morality delivered ia 
•the Writings of thefe ancient Sages, as in thol^ 
of the modern Advocates for Sincerity. But th? 
Doftor was a little miftaken, when he thought 
their PraSfice vioxxXA fet them off. The Truti 
is, that the Comment difgraced the Text : and 
fliewed they had np more Sincerity than* jufl: 
ferved them to talk of ; Sincerity in Speculation, 
or which, in more modern Language, we may 
' call. Sincerity as fuch. But by the Surprize with 
which this Propofition is received, that the Phi- 
lofopbers /poke me thing "wbile they thou^t ano- 
ther ^ we fee how little the Doflior knows of the 

e> ■ Characters of thefe ancient Sages, who knew fo 
well both how to lye and fpeak Truth > while 
his awkward and pervcrfe Defenfc of them Ihews 
he knows, not how to do either one or the other. 

I have gone through the feveral Articles which 
I propofed to debate with thefe learned Writers : 
If I have any where miftaken their Meaning for 
want of Attention (I am fure I have no where 
mifreprefented it by Defign) I fhall be ready, 
upon Convidtion, to make them all the Satisfac- 

U tion 
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tion and Amends, that they themfelves can re- 
quire : The manner in which Mr. J. has been 
pleafed to purfue this Controverfy, will fully ju- 
ftify any Freedom or Severity of Expreffion, 
which my own neceflary Defence, and Candour 
ill-returned, have, u/this lad Edition, extorted 
from me. But at tne fame time that I thus repel 
what is ofFenfivtf, far be it from me to complain. 
Nature, I knq^, has given to every Creature its 
proper Arms, and (hewn their proper Ufe. 

lis inbred Ptm^r to hurt each Creature feels : 
Bulls aim their Hams^ ondAffes lift their Heels. 

Thus fomc Writers reafon, as Dr. Qarke ; while 
ethers, again, rail like Mr. Jackfon. And wc 
ought not to complain of what neither of thcm*^ 
could help. As for that ftale SuggeftJon, always 
at hand when every thing elfe fails, that thefe 
Sheets, flight and trivial as they are, are not my 
owrL he might fafely make it without any Fear 
of Kecrimination. For he fiamps upon his own 
fuch indelible Marks of Property, that, as no 
other Man would chufe the Repute of them, lb 
no Man can pollibly miftake in afcribing them to 
their proper Parent. 

Up6n the Whole, I am far from any Thought 
of depreciating the Merit, or undervaluing the 
Syftems of the old Philofophers. I have only 
produced a few plain Fails, fupported by clear 
and exprcfs Evidence ; and as to the Confequence, 
let the 'Makers and the Menders of Hypothefes 
look to that. I fixed upon the particular Points 
here debated, becaufe I thought the true flating 
of them might be of Service to the Caufe of Chri- 
ftianity. For if the Philofophers ran into thefe 
extravagant and abfurd Notions concerning the 
jSouI and a future State j if their favourite Doftrine, 

©a 
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on thefe Very important Points, was (b flagitious 
and dcftruftive of all Morality, that they did not 
dare to impart it to the People ; this wilt furely 
vindicate all St. Paul has faid of them, and at tlie 
fame time v^ill ferve to demonftrate the Ufcfulriefs 
and Neceffityof the Chriftian Revelation. " It is 
* * a very ftrong Proof of the Neceffity of the Gof- 
" pel of Jefusj that the Sages of Gre£ce^. with 
" whom all the Wildom of the World was fup- 
** pofed to be depofited, hzd pbilofopbized them- 
** ielves out of one of the moft evident and uft- 
** ftil Truths, with whkh Mankind is concerned. 
Nor need we feck any other Juftification of the 
Severity with which the holy Apoftles always 
fpeak of the Philofophers or Philofophy of 
Greece^ than this, the ihewing it was diredlcd 
againfl: thefe pernicious Principles ; and not, 
as both Deifis and Fanatics have concurned to 
reprefent it, a Condemnation of human Learn- 
" ing in general.'* Mr. Warburton's Remarks^ 
partLpag. 91. 
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• Jbid. /.29, 30. *' he further refhains. it to the Gmi 
PbtlofcipbersP It was oecefl&ry to make this 
Obiervation, becaufe Mr. J. aflerts that a fU'^ 
ture State was believed ^^ by the Egyptian and 
« Chaldaan Pbihfopbers.^ (Farther Defence 
p. 1 2) But why this to the Author of the D. L.^ 
where has Mr. fV. affirmed that thefe ancient 
Sages did not believe it ? or what have they to 
do in a Queftion which relates only to the old 
Philofophers of Gr/ATf? It is to the nutaphyficat 
and refined Notions of thele laft concerning God 
and the human Soul, that Mr. IV. imputes the 
Difbelief of another Life. As for the Ramans^ 
it was very lat^ before they began to philoib- 
phize ; and when they did, their auin Bufi- 

• fieis was only to teach and explain the Syjtem of 
the Greeks. 

P. 138. /. i%.for ** Hope far another*' read^ 
** Hope from another.** 

P. 145. /. 5. after Sentiments add in them, 

P. 149. /. 21. dele Pallage. 

P. 151. /. 30. read^ as Chryfippus and Ant minus 
exprefs it. 

P\ 1 54. /. 25, add^ Obferve here how unifixm and 
confiftent our Author is in his Accounts of the 
old Syftems. In his lafl: Piece he affirms that 
*' the Denial of the Refurreftion of the Body 
•* arofe out of the Gentile Philofbphy/* p. y\ 
and he produces this PalTage of Athenago^ . 
taSj in order to prove, that " the Belief of ^ 
*' the ReRirreftion of the Body arofe from 
" t\iis fame Gentile Pbilpfophy.^' 

P* 155. /• 3 J 4- ready whQ4iQC^onIy propagated^ 

h\Jit believed. 
Ibid. I. y, for a be read be a. • 
P. 156, afler l. 22. proceed tbus^ I have exa- ' 

mined feveral of his Quotations in other Places. 

I did 
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I did not indeed propofe tocontkler cwy 
lingle Paflfage ; this would have been umiecel* 
fary as he often urges the Authority of the &me 
Writer more than once i and what has been 
laid is enough to ihew that we are to expert 
nothing very formidable from him on this 
Point. I will juft add one or two more of his - 
Citatibns here. Celfus in Origen fays, 6fr» ^ 

P. 157: /. 20. addy but alfo becaufe the PZi^ 
tonic Principles J as they might be underftood, 
would, of all others, ferve moft plauGbiy ta 
defend the Pagan Polytheifm and Idolatry. 

p. 158. /. 3. for as as ready as a. \ 

P. 159.7. 32, 33' for after what has been (hewn 
to the contrary from the beft Writers of An- 
tiquity, ready without any iregard to what may ^ 
be (hewn to the contrary from the beft Writers 
of Antiquity. • • 

Cbap. \ll.p. 162. I. 31. for the Belief of itde- 
tnonjlratedy read, their Belief of it demm^ 
ftrated. 

P. 168. /. 36„37. dele the Words one of, and 
ready has Mr. J. fo much as attempted to con- 
fute them ? • 

Chap. VIII. ^. 173. /. 10. r^^^ infinuate. 

Ibid. L 25. after confidered it in that View, add^ 
and that he never undertook to demonjlrate thaf 
the Philofophers believed a future Stat^. 

P. 1S6.L I .dek ^i/iotle. . 

P. 187. /. 26. for decerpt read difcerped. 

Ibid. 1. 2y. (or Div. Leg. 4. read Div. Leg. 3. 

P. 188. /. 32. fof God read the fupreme G^d. 

P. 190. /. 24. lafi Wordy for thzt read as. 

Chap. IX. p. 191. J. 7. addy fo that we fee as 

. to, 4 

Ibid. /. 17. for this Chapter x^zd tbefe Chapters, 

Ibi^ 
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iUd. I. 34* for iKceffary tp conclude^ Tt$i^ tea- 
fmable to conclude. 

#*. 192. /• 9. nad blended. 

P. 194. /. 25. the Refufion whether made at or 
after Death. 

P. 195. /. 38. ieU the. 

P. 196. /. 8. /(7r Head read Article. 

P. 199. /• 3. r^iSii Chriftiana. 

P. 200. /. 23, 24. " all their Prejudice muft lie 
** on the other Side of the Queftioa -» " I ap- 
ply this only to Upftus^ Cafaubon^ StanbopCy 
and Dacier. 

P. 201. /. 36. deJe And^read^ Does he not, I fiy^ 
contend that this was the language of the My* 
ileries ? 

P« 202. /. 31. read Myfteries.. 

P. 203. /. 30. begin afrejb Seiiion and readtbuSj 
**' And that Men were thore taught to di/believe 
*^a future State,'* would not any one pow 
conclude, fc?f . 

P. 207. J. 35, for never would impart read 
would not readily impart. ^ 

P. 208. /. 18. read^ cfoteric. 

P. 210. /.-I ^. the Quotation ends with the Words ^ 
lower Regions. 

Chap. XII. p. 219. /. 10. dele all. 

P, 222. /. 25. i&/^ I. 

P. 223. i 1 3. /iTT they r^tfi/ the Philofophcrs. 

P. 2*33. /. 33. r^j^/. He muft fay, it was a Fable 
of their own. 

P. 244. /. I. after if you did ? ^i, For are not g 
Tranfmigration with Puni(htpent,and a Tranf- 
migration without Punifhment, two difli^rent 
Modes of the fame State ; or do they not re- 
prefent the fame Do£Irine of Tranfmigration ua- 
der two different Views ? 

Ibid. 
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Jbid. I. 25. /*"■ and read or. 

P. 256. 1 io.. read Doftrine. 

P. 258. i. 25. The fecond ObjeftJon isconfider'd 
at the Bottom- of Page 259. 

P. 262. /. 22. read difingcnuous. 

P. 268. /. I. r^iJiidifcredit. 

3id. I. 35- for them read him. . 

P. 269. /. 38. for that read than. 

P. 2yo. I. 31. for they read lay. 

i*. 281. /. 2i» 22» fcj'f. Vid.Sykei's Examtnatian, 
p. 127. _, 

P. 287. /. 24. ««i/, turn we again to oui" Do- 
ftor, "and let us fee what he has advanced in 
Reply to this, in his Vindication. 

P. 296. J. 34. /c its read this. ^ ■. * 

Ibid. L 36. The Doftor, in the Plaa referred to, 
fpeaking of the Hero Gods, and the Ancients 
who employed fo much Pains to cultivate and 
promote their Worlhip, calls the laft '■^■kaa- 
•* vijb Inventors, who were refolutely deter-' 
»* mined at all Adventures to maintain their 
•* fuperftitious Follies ?" Again, fpealdhg of 
this very Cafe, he declares, " that their Ad- 
*' vcr&ries had Truth on their Sides, and tliat 
•' dire£i Knavery and Forgery was on the E- 
«' gyptian ^riefts Side." Examinatioiiy p. Z43, 
244. 
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